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ABSTRACT 
 
Prior research has raised questions about different kinds of Music in General 
Studies (MGS) courses offered at two-year colleges, but few have addressed faculty 
perceptions related to student learning outcomes (SLO) and institutional missions. In 
principle, there is a demand on educational institutions to be accountable for SLOs, but 
two-year colleges present special accountability problems, because they serve multiple 
missions within each institution. MGS faculty perspectives can provide baseline data 
needed to demonstrate the ways in which MGS courses contribute to meeting the needs 
of students, the community, and the institutional missions. 
This study serves a broader goal of familiarizing readers with faculty perspectives 
on music education in two-year colleges. More specifically, it contributes to 
understanding how student learning outcomes of MGS courses are incorporated in light 
of blended missions as well as the challenges created by serving blended missions within 
a single music course. The following questions guide the research and focus on South 
Carolina, two-year college music faculty perspectives on MGS courses: (1) How do 
instructors of MGS courses describe the primary learning goals of students enrolled in 
MGS courses? (2) What student learning outcomes do instructors of MGS courses 
	  	   viii 
identify for measurement in their MGS courses? (3) How do the instructors’ perceptions 
shape MGS content, textbook selection, and SLOs? (4) How are student learning 
outcomes measured in MGS courses? (5) How do instructors of MGS courses perceive 
the purpose of MGS within the institutional mission of their respective colleges? 
Following within case and cross case analysis of interview data, findings indicated that 
participants tended to emphasize “identifying the elements of music using correct 
terminology” as the most important SLO in MGS courses. All participants considered 
“performing music” the least important SLO. The majority reported their institutional 
missions as “blended” (transfer and vocational) and perceived MGS courses to be aligned 
with institutional missions.  
  
	  	   ix 
Table of Contents 
Dedication .......................................................................................................................... iv 
Acknowledgments ................................................................................................................v 
Abstract ............................................................................................................................. vii 
Table of Contents ............................................................................................................... xi 
List of Tables .................................................................................................................... xii 
List of Figures .................................................................................................................. xiii 
Chapter 1: Perceptions of MGS and the Broken SLO Calculator .......................................1 
Statement of the problem .........................................................................................6 
Purpose and orienting questions ..............................................................................8 
Chapter 2: The Quest For Theoretical Framework ............................................................15 
Music programs in two-year colleges ....................................................................15 
Music course content .............................................................................................22 
Comparison of teaching approaches ......................................................................27 
Two-year colleges institutional missions ...............................................................29 
Open-access mission ..............................................................................................31 
Vocational mission .................................................................................................31 
Transfer mission .....................................................................................................32 
Institutional effectiveness ......................................................................................33 
Measuring institutional effectiveness ....................................................................33 
Accreditation and institutional effectiveness .........................................................37 
How student outcomes are incorporated in institutional effectiveness ..................38 
	  	   x 
Institutional effectiveness and music programs .....................................................43 
Summary ................................................................................................................48 
Chapter 3: Mining Faculty Perspectives ............................................................................51 
Overview ................................................................................................................51 
Researcher role .......................................................................................................52 
Participants .............................................................................................................53 
Data collection .......................................................................................................54 
Data analysis ..........................................................................................................57 
Dependability and validity .....................................................................................59 
Chapter 4: Reeling In The Years Results ...........................................................................62 
Questionnaire .........................................................................................................62 
Interviews ...............................................................................................................68 
Case 1 (Beatrice) ....................................................................................................69 
Case 2 (Nugent) .....................................................................................................75 
Case 3 (Christine) ..................................................................................................81 
Case 4 (Suzie) ........................................................................................................85 
Case 5 (Veronica) ..................................................................................................90 
Case 6 (Freddy) ......................................................................................................94 
Cross-case analysis ................................................................................................98 
Chapter 5: Mozart for Welders? ......................................................................................108 
Recommendations for future research .................................................................121 
Conclusion ...........................................................................................................130 
	  	   xi 
Appendix A: Email - Permission to Contact ....................................................................136 
Appendix B: Pre-notification Email ................................................................................137 
Appendix C: Invitation to Complete Questionnaire ........................................................138 
Appendix D: Questionnaire .............................................................................................139 
Appendix E: Questionnaire Response Tables ..................................................................145 
Appendix F: Interview Protocol .......................................................................................153 
References ........................................................................................................................155 
Curriculum Vitae .............................................................................................................169 
  
	  	   xii 
List of Tables 
 
1. Music Course Offerings in South Carolina Two-Year Colleges ...................................11 
 
2. MGS Instructor Demographics ......................................................................................67 
 
3. Coding Response Tables  ...............................................................................................98 
 
  
	  	   xiii 
List of Figures 
 
 
1. Blended missions of two-year colleges (2014)……………………………….............. 13 
 
 
 
	  	   1 
Chapter 1: Perceptions of MGS and the Broken SLO Calculator 
Perceptions, even during the span of a lifetime, may be as diverse and as ever 
changing as the variety of people in this world. Whether concerning ideals, customs, 
culture, race, ethnicity, religion, nationality or any other variable that might distinguish 
one person from another, no two perceptions are identical. The same can be said for 
music. Add to that equation any attempt to instill an appreciation of something into the 
mind of another person who would otherwise probably never encounter a gamelan 
orchestra, an Ella Fitzgerald jazz standard, a Bach fugue, a Frank Zappa parody, or a 
Brahms symphony. Indeed, an appreciation of anything is a favorable perception. 
According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary the primary definition of appreciation is; 
“1.a. judgment, evaluation; a favorable critical estimate; b. sensitive awareness; 
recognition of aesthetic values” (“Appreciation”, 2014).  
Teaching Music in General Studies (MGS), usually music appreciation, in two-
year colleges may present a combination of similar challenges regarding perceptions, 
instructional methods/content, student learning outcomes (SLOs), and relationship to 
institutional missions. First and foremost is the question of instructor perceptions. I have 
taught a course entitled “Music Appreciation” at two-year colleges for seven years. As a 
musician I never had to think about how to appreciate music and I often wondered how 
best to teach appreciation of music to others. I asked myself, “Why do students enroll in 
this course?” and “How can a one-semester introduction to ‘masterworks’ change the 
ways in which students already appreciate music?” In fact, I asked the students similar 
questions on the first day of each semester: “Why are you here? Don’t you already 
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appreciate music? What do you hope to learn that you don’t already know about music?” 
Student responses varied, presumably due to the diversity of students enrolled in the 
course, and my curiosity about faculty perspectives on teaching music appreciation arose, 
in part, from the diversity of my students’ answers.  
While I taught this same Music Appreciation course, my institution took part in a 
regional accreditation process. Like other faculty, I was asked to collect data on student 
learning outcomes in my courses. When I asked administrators what outcomes they 
wanted me to examine, they did not seem to know. Soon, a panel of instructors from the 
humanities department decided that students’ understanding of the elements of music 
should be measured. I wondered how understanding the elements of music could be the 
most important measurement for determining music appreciation. I was even more 
skeptical when I discovered that data were supposed to consist of listing each musical 
element and subjectively scoring each student's level of understanding on a scale of 1 to 
5. As I pondered the integrity of such an assessment, I contemplated whether or not 
music instructors at other institutions faced similar challenges when it came to 
accountability for student learning outcomes. More specifically, I weighed how 
instructors could be accountable for students’ learning if students’ answers about why 
they were enrolled in courses and what they hoped to learn were so varied. The 
importance of accurately measuring educational outcomes and their relationships with 
student learning cannot be overstated; however, there are unique aspects in the contexts 
of two-year colleges that must be considered as well.  
Of primary concern are the varieties of missions stated by these institutions. 
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Contemporary views suggest that the distinctions among open access, transfer, and 
vocational missions have become blurred as college populations have become more 
diverse. Another challenge in these institutions may be observed in terms of students’ 
educational goals. For example, one student may be enrolled in a two-year college course 
for the purpose of transferring to a four-year institution, while the student sitting beside 
her in the same class may be enrolled with the goal of developing relevant job skills. 
Music faculties at these institutions are challenged to demonstrate relevance within these 
multifaceted student goals while still maintaining curriculum standards that meet transfer 
criteria. What once may have seemed immiscible between a liberal arts education and 
technical education has in recent decades created the milieu of “blended missions” in 
two-year colleges.  
Over time, two-year colleges have articulated several missions, including the open 
access mission, the transfer mission, and the vocational mission. In 1947, the President's 
Commission on Higher Education, also known as the Truman Commission, established a 
federal precedent for maintaining and expanding "community center[s] of learning" with 
a broad range of curricular possibilities (Witt, Wattenburger, Gollattscheck, & Suppiger, 
1999, p. 131), and by the 1960s, “the vast majority of Americans had a two-year college 
within commuting distance of their home" (Witt, et al., 1999, p.131). Thus, the open 
access mission was initiated.  
It is important to note that the operational terminology referring to two-year 
colleges was originally designated “junior colleges”, a term that may be considered 
outdated for most two-year institutions today. Likewise, the term “community colleges” 
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is used interchangeably in early research when discussing two-year institutions. There are 
certain small distinctions between these different nomenclatures but for the purposes of 
the current study the term “two-year college” will prevail as intended and no “junior 
colleges” took part in this research. 
Before World War II, the junior college had exclusively provided students with 
the first two years of a baccalaureate education, focusing mainly on liberal arts. That 
transfer mission remained alongside the open access mission. Then, as local business and 
industry required workforce development training, the mission of junior colleges began to 
be recognized not "solely for college prep" (Witt, et al., 1999, p.131) but instead for 
addressing adults’ vocational education. The number of students enrolled in vocational 
programs grew dramatically between 1960 and 1980. Workers received technical 
achievement certificates, and at one college it was reported, “82 percent of the students 
completed the program with the required competencies” (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 199). 
In subsequent decades, two-year college populations became more diverse and 
institutional missions became more blurred. In the 2003–04 academic year, "over one-
third of community college students reported that they enrolled in order to transfer to a 
four-year college, 43 percent reported seeking an associate’s degree, 17 percent reported 
seeking a certificate, 42 percent reported seeking job skills, and 46 percent reported 
enrolling for personal interest" (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008). These 
data reflect diversity in student educational goals that two-year colleges must address 
with blended missions. Abelman and Dalessandro (2008) found, although the open-
access mission was still the “mainstay” of “institutional vision” (p. 321), blended 
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missions were necessitated to shift from “focus on facilitating individual and community 
development to a focus on economic development and workforce preparation” (p. 309). 
The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC, 2012) has pointed toward 
globalization as a key factor in this transition asserting, “The majority of new jobs that 
will be created by 2014 will require some postsecondary education” (AACC, 2012).  All 
institutions of higher education are accountable for student learning outcomes, but the 
two-year college presents unique challenges in measuring outcomes because of its 
blended mission.  
Many two-year colleges have supported music programs that have been found to 
serve primarily open access and transfer missions. The open access mission, applied to 
music programs, meant that music majors and non-majors alike would be afforded 
opportunities to explore a range of music classes. Following a study of music programs at 
Tennessee community colleges, Kesling (1982) concluded, “successful implementation 
of music for the general student…[was] evidenced by the number and variety of 
performance groups, academic courses in music literature and music fundamentals, and 
individual instruction in performance skills” (p. 279). Powe’s research (2010) included 
some support for this finding wherein the researcher reported that many community 
colleges in Alabama offered music courses open to any student, but Powe also suggested 
that opportunities for personal enrichment in music courses such as private lessons and 
ensemble performance were diminishing (p. 73). Kesling (1982) reported that 79% of 
two-year colleges in Tennessee offered music courses for transfer, and Hardin (1997) 
found that 19 out of 21 community colleges in Alabama offered transfer degrees in 
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music. Representatives of music departments in Kansas two-year colleges stated that the 
transfer mission was most important, according to Turner’s research (1999, p. 52). This 
trend was also evidenced in Powe’s (2010) more recent report that most music credits 
offered in Alabama community colleges were useful for transfer (p. 71). 
Music in General Studies (MGS) courses frequently have been offered as part of 
two-year colleges' music programs. According to Kesling (1982), 98% of responding 
colleges offered music in general education courses. The most commonly offered MGS 
course has been music appreciation (Almujarreb, 2000; Grandy, 1988; Halpern, 1992; 
Kesling, 1982; Renfroe, 2005; Wright, 2007). Almujarreb (2000), for example, examined 
music appreciation courses at two-year and four-year institutions across the United States 
and reported that most courses were offered “as part of the institution’s general education 
offerings for nonmusic majors” (p. 72). In contrast, Grandy (1988) suggested that music 
fundamentals, music theory, applied lessons, jazz and rock surveys, and musical 
performance ensembles also afforded access to a broad range of students seeking musical 
experiences, and in many cases these courses were counted as transfer credit (p. 59). 
Most two-year colleges offer music courses, but questions remain about students who 
enroll in those courses, what their learning goals may be, and how learning outcomes 
should be measured in light of blended missions of two-year colleges. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
The 20 two-year colleges in South Carolina present an opportunity to pursue the 
imminent questions related to the current study. Considering their similar course 
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offerings of “Music Appreciation” and “Introduction to Music,” this study examined 
faculty perspectives on these Music in General Studies courses at two-year colleges in 
South Carolina to find out how faculty describe their student populations, course content, 
student learning outcomes, and institutional missions. This study serves a broader goal of 
familiarizing readers with the faculty perspectives on music education in the community 
college milieu. More specifically, this study contributes to understanding how student 
learning outcomes of Music in General Studies courses can be demonstrated in light of 
blended missions of two-year colleges, as well as the challenges created by serving 
blended missions within a single music course. 
The foregoing research on music in two-year colleges may raise questions about 
what kinds of students are enrolled in music courses, what their learning objectives may 
be, what courses might best serve students’ learning objectives, and how two-year 
colleges can be accountable for learning outcomes. In principle, there is a demand on all 
institutions of higher education to be accountable for student learning outcomes, which is 
a major part of demonstrating institutional effectiveness (IE). According to Head (2011), 
the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) coined the term institutional 
effectiveness (p. 6), and the definition most often employed is as follows: “Institutional 
effectiveness is the process and structure used by a college to determine the quality of its 
students, academic programs, administrative functions, and support services” (p. 8). At 
four-year institutions, timely degree completion is the major objective and thus the main 
measure of accountability (Voluntary System of Accountability, 2012). Two-year 
colleges present a special accountability problem because they serve multiple missions 
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and diverse populations. According to Gill and Leigh (2007), there has been 
misperception and underestimation of community colleges' effectiveness when 
conventional measures are applied. They suggest that, due to the multiple mission 
function of many community colleges, “‘a one size fits all’ evaluation strategy for 
community colleges is not appropriate” (p. 79). 
Similar to research on institutional effectiveness, studies about assessment and 
accountability in higher education music courses have pertained mainly to four-year 
institutions; only two studies were applicable to two-year colleges. Pailen (2000) 
recommended development of “good practice” indicators to assist arts instructors for 
assessment of non-arts majors (p. 70). Renfroe (2005) suggested “the primary emphasis 
of music appreciation courses should be the development of listening skills via the 
knowledge of music elements and structure” (p. 194). Although he produced a list of 
objectives for music appreciation courses, he made no recommendations for assessment 
of student learning outcomes. Considering the paucity of applicable literature on 
assessment and accountability in two-year college music programs, instructors and 
researchers alike have been left without guidance about how student learning outcomes 
might be assessed in music courses that enroll diverse students and institutions that serve 
blended missions. 
 
Purpose and Orienting Questions 
The purpose of this study was to investigate South Carolina two-year college 
music faculty members’ perceptions of Music in General Studies courses. The study was 
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guided by five broad questions: 
1. How do instructors of MGS courses describe the primary learning goals of 
students enrolled in MGS courses? 
2. What student learning outcomes do instructors of MGS courses identify for 
measurement in their MGS courses? 
3. How do the instructors’ perceptions shape MGS content, text selection, and 
SLOs? 
4. How are student learning outcomes measured in MGS courses?  
5. How do instructors of MGS courses perceive the purpose of MGS within the 
institutional mission of their respective colleges?  
Of the 20 two-year institutions in South Carolina, there are 16 public colleges 
called "Technical Colleges" whose mission is to provide “learning opportunities that 
promote the economic and human resource development of the state” (South Carolina 
Technical College System - SCTCS, Mission), which suggests a primarily vocational 
mission. Recent enrollment data for technical colleges shows 98,318 students enrolled in 
"for-credit" courses with total annualized enrollments of 210,948 (SCTCS, 2012). There 
are also four public two-year colleges that are branch campuses of the University of 
South Carolina (USC) that share the same mission statement emphasizing “a varied 
curriculum grounded in the liberal arts and focused on preparing students to continue 
their education in the University and throughout life” (“Mission Statement”, 2012). The 
mission statement implies a focus on transfer. The four branch campuses of the USC 
collectively enroll about 3,170 students.  
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Table 1 below contains a list of all two-year colleges and music course offerings 
in South Carolina. In the fall semester of 2012, technical colleges offered 128 sections of 
Music Appreciation while the two-year USC branch campuses offered 12 sections of 
Introduction to Music. A small number of other music courses were offered at South 
Carolina two-year colleges, including music theory, music fundamentals, group piano, 
guitar, chorus, marching band, and symphonic band. A comparison of course descriptions 
for the most frequently offered courses, “Music Appreciation” and “Introduction to 
Music,” indicates that these two courses are essentially the same class. For example, in 
the USC branch campuses, Introduction to Music is described as follows: “Perceptive 
listening and appreciation of musical elements, forms and style periods, including 
composers’ lives, individual styles and representative works. Emphasis on classical 
music; jazz and American popular music included” (“Course descriptions”, 2014). The 
description of Music Appreciation is identical for every technical college:  
An introduction to the study of music with focus on the elements of music and 
their relationships, the musical characteristics of representative works and 
composers, common musical forms and genres of various Western and non-
Western historical style periods, and appropriate listening experiences.” (SCTCS, 
2012) 
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Table 1.  
Music Course Offerings in South Carolina Two-Year Colleges (2012) 
College Courses Offered Sections 
USC Lancaster MUSC 110 - Intro to Music 6 
  MUSC 114 - Intro to Music Theory 1 
  MUSC 140 - Jazz & American Pop Music 0 
USC Salkehatchie MUSC 110 - Intro to Music 2 
  MUED 155 - Group Piano 1 
  MUSC 310 - Selected Topics in Music 0 
USC Sumter MUSC 110 - Intro to Music 4 
  MUSC 140 - Jazz & American Pop Music 0 
  MUSC 145 - Intro to Music Literature 0 
  MUSC 129 - University Chorus 0 
USC Union MUSC 110 - Intro to Music 0 
  MUSC 129 - University Chorus 1 
Aiken Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 5 
Central Carolina Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 5 
  MUS 110 - Music Fundamentals 1 
  MUS 101 - Chorus I 0 
  MUS 106 - Guitar 0 
Denmark Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 0 (in Spring only) 
  MUS 110 - Music Fundamentals 0 
  MUS 101-104 Chorus I–IV 0 
Florence-Darlington Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 8 
Greenville Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 12 
  MUS 101–104 Chorus I–IV 0 
  MUS 111–114 Band I–IV 0 
Horry-Georgetown Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 10 
  MUS 111 - Marching Band 1 
  MUS 112 - Symphonic Band 1 
Midlands Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 16 
  MUS 110 - Music Fundamentals 0 
  MUS 106 - Guitar 1 
Northeastern Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 1 
Orangeburg-Calhoun Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 1 
Piedmont Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 11 
Spartanburg Comm Coll MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 10 
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Tech College of the Lowcountry MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 5 
  MUS 101 - Chorus I 0 
  MUS 102 - Chorus II 0 
Tri-County Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 9 
  MUS 110 - Music Fundamentals 1 
  MUS 101 - Chorus I 2 
  MUS 102 - Chorus II 2 
  MUS 104 - Chorus IV 2 
  MUS 111 - Band I 2 
  MUS 112 - Band II 2 
Trident Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 17 
  MUS 110 - Music Fundamentals 1 
Williamsburg Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 1 
York Tech MUS 105 - Music Appreciation 7 
 
In summary, a need clearly exists to update the purpose of academic study in the 
area of Music in General Studies in two-year colleges. Most evident is the dearth of 
research specific to these types of institutions, especially in ways to identify relevance for 
the field of music study within the blended mission milieu. Another important 
determinant for additional research is the recent upsurge of accountability data required 
to demonstrate institutional effectiveness. Accreditation agencies such as the SC 
Department of Education, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) and 
the National Association of Schools of Music (NASM) have increased pressure on 
colleges to demonstrate in multivariate ways that they are meeting institutional 
effectiveness standards, one of which is student learning outcomes, or SLO. Music 
educators must now find effective ways to quantify the results of their teaching and 
subsequently demonstrate a positive contribution to the institutional missions. This task 
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seems especially challenging in music courses where student learning goals may vary 
widely due to two-year colleges’ shift in mission orientations.  
Two-year college missions have evolved into a current state of amalgamation 
representing multitrack functions shown to serve three primary missions: to provide 
coursework for transfer credit (the transfer mission), to create community enrichment 
opportunities (the open-access mission), and to fulfill vocational training needs (the 
vocational mission). These missions, most often are “blended” together, and can create 
unique challenges for music educators who attempt to measure student learning outcomes 
across many disciplines.  
 
Figure 1. Blended missions of two-year colleges (2014). 
 
Musical learning seems to be especially difficult to skillfully assess in non-music 
majors and student learning outcome results can, at best, be questionable. Perspectives of 
Transfer	  
Voca,onal	  Open-­‐Access	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faculty who teach Music in General Studies will help to shed light on the ways in which 
their students are assessed and how results are reported. Although MGS instructors may 
feel their courses contribute to institutional effectiveness there are no known studies 
addressing how music faculty view MGS course connections within the general 
education curriculum. Sharing perspectives may provide clues to identifying ways in 
which to improve student learning outcomes both in assessment methods and in terms of 
learning retention in music for non-music majors. MGS faculty perspectives can provide 
baseline data needed to demonstrate the ways in which MGS courses contribute to 
meeting the needs of students, the community, and the institutional missions. The 
perceived connections of music courses in the general education component may provide 
impetus to generate the additional research needed in order to sustain music in the liberal 
arts curriculum at two-year institutions.    
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Chapter 2: The Quest For Theoretical Framework 
Specific research on Music in General Studies has not examined the role of MGS 
within the institutional mission at two-year colleges. Researchers have reported the 
function of music courses in relation to missions but only as peripheral information. In 
addition, only one qualitative study on instructor perspectives in community colleges 
includes comments from a music instructor (Seidman, 1985). Research literature 
regarding the history and multiple missions of two-year colleges, music programs in two-
year colleges, music in general studies course content, and measuring the institutional 
effectiveness of two-year colleges was relevant to this study. 
Music Programs in Two-Year Colleges 
Researchers have examined music programs in two-year colleges from the 
perspectives of vocational, open-access, and transfer missions. Overall, researchers have 
found that music programs fulfilled the transfer mission (Benson, 1994; Hardin, 1997; 
Kesling, 1982; Powe, 2010; Turner, 1999) and the open-access mission, also called the 
“community mission,” (Benson, 1994) the “general education mission,” (Hardin, 1997; 
Kesling, 1982; Turner, 1999) and the “life-long learning mission” (Powe, 2010). One 
researcher (Hardin, 1997) criticized two-year colleges for failing to fulfill a vocational 
mission, particularly in the area of sacred music. Researchers incorporated various music 
curriculum standards into their analyses, including standards from the College Music 
Society (CMS), the Music Educators National Conference (MENC, now National 
Association for Music Education or NAfME), and the National Association of Schools of 
Music (NASM). With the exception of Powe (2010), these researchers conducted their 
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investigations prior to 2000, so recent two-year college demographic changes, 
articulation agreements – also known as transfer credit agreements, and blurring of the 
distinctions between vocational and collegiate missions were not figured into their 
analyses. 
Kesling (1982) analyzed the music programs in Tennessee community colleges 
and other community colleges accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools (SACS), attempting to determine the extent to which the colleges met standards 
established by the Music Educators National Conference (MENC) and the National 
Association of Schools of Music (NASM). The researcher designed a questionnaire based 
on Stover (1970), which solicited information on the college, its music faculty, its student 
body, the nature of the music program, the extent to which the college promoted music in 
its community, and instructional resources.  General information was also reported in 
narrative form on the questionnaire. The questionnaire was distributed to 207 institutions, 
and a 54.6 percent response rate was achieved. 
Kesling (1982) reported that the most frequent type of music program 
organization at the institutions was a music department within a division of Humanities 
or Fine Arts.  One or more full-time music faculty members were employed at 70% of the 
responding colleges, and 79% of the responding colleges utilized part time faculty. 
According to the researcher, 17,079 students enrolled in music programs at the 
responding institutions including 14,317 music majors and 2,752 music minors. Of the 
responding institutions, 98% offered music in general education, and 79% of the 
responding institutions offered transfer programs.  Technical or vocational programs such 
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as music recording, commercial music, and instrument repair classes were rarely offered. 
“Music Appreciation for general students was the most frequently offered academic 
course,” and “Survey of Music Literature ranked second” (p. 265). Instrumental and 
choral ensembles were offered at a majority of reporting institutions, and 70% of 
responding institutions did not limit membership to registered students. Music Theory 
was the transfer course for music majors offered most frequently. Kesling concluded that 
the music major transfer function was most important at the reporting colleges. The 
researcher also concluded, “successful implementation of music for the general student” 
was “evidenced by the number and variety of performance groups, academic courses in 
music literature and music fundamentals, and individual instruction in performance 
skills” (p. 279). 
The curricular priority of music programs within community colleges was the 
primary focus of Benson’s research (1994). Music programs at five community colleges 
in the south-central United States (Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, and Texas) 
were studied and data was gathered from college catalogs and interviews with chief 
academic officers, academic division chairs, music program heads and music faculty. 
Five functions of community college curriculum were borrowed from Cohen and Brawer 
(1989): career education, compensatory education, community education, collegiate 
education, and general education. The researchers concluded that career education was 
non-existent at the institutions, although plans were underway for recording and other 
technology-based music courses. Compensatory education was limited to a course called 
“Fundamentals of Music” intended for students who are deficient in knowledge about 
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music theory. Community education was represented primarily by enrollment of 
community members in collegiate music ensembles, private lessons, and group lessons. 
Collegiate education was the function most prevalent in all institutions, and it was 
represented by courses such as music theory, sightsinging, ear training, music history and 
literature, and class piano. In four out of five programs, a course in music skills for those 
students preparing to become elementary classroom teachers was offered. General 
education was limited to music appreciation courses, including American Music 
Appreciation and World Music. The researcher noted that lack of human and financial 
resources might have constrained the scope and quality of curricular offerings. 
Following Kesling as a model, the purpose of Hardin’s (1997) investigation was 
to provide a status report on music programs at Alabama community and junior colleges 
The researcher also compared the programs to MENC recommendations (Stover, 
Clausen, Hansen, & Hammer, 1970) and NASM standards. Hardin used college catalogs, 
responses from a survey sent to administrators at 21 Alabama community colleges, and 
reports to the Alabama Department of Postsecondary Education as his data. Hardin found 
that 19 out of 21 institutions offered transfer degrees in music, one offered a terminal 
degree, and one offered a certificate program in Church Music. Given that one mission of 
the community college was reported to be vocational preparation with a terminal degree, 
the researcher commented, “Alabama community and junior colleges could be ignoring a 
potentially important segment of their service populations” (p. 135). Hardin noted that the 
transfer course listed most frequently was Music Theory, and non-transfer courses 
included Commercial Music and Church Music. 
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Regarding general education, Hardin wrote, “studies have shown the general 
education function of the community college music unit to be its most important 
function” (p. 151), and he listed Music Appreciation, Fundamentals of Music, and Basic 
Musicianship as the most frequent course offerings at community and junior colleges in 
Alabama. The researcher concluded, “Alabama programs are meeting the standards and 
recommendations pertaining to music in general education, community music, and basic 
musicianship for music major transfer programs” (p. 169). Hardin suggested that faculty 
were qualified, but he recommended further study should be conducted in the areas of 
“funding, faculty, and facilities to the performance area” (p.171). 
Turner (1999) analyzed music departments in Kansas community colleges in 
order to determine whether general education in music was a curricular priority. The 
study also compared Kansas community college music programs to NASM and CMS 
guidelines. Data was gathered from a researcher-designed survey in which sixteen of the 
state’s nineteen community colleges responded. Although respondents reported that the 
transfer function of the curriculum was most important, general education was the next 
most important function. Regarding NASM guidelines, Turner reported that general 
music courses were provided during the day at most sites, although night and weekend 
courses were seldom offered. Music courses fulfilled humanities requirements for 
graduation at all reporting institutions, but only 37% of responding institutions required a 
music course for graduation. Turner observed that general-education students were 
interested in private music lessons as evidenced by the strength of their enrollment 
numbers, “general-education students have definitely availed themselves to the 
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opportunity…as they outnumber music majors/minors by almost two to one” (p. 86). 
Performance opportunities were available for general education students as well as adult 
community members in choral and instrumental ensembles. Turner noted, “Again, 
general- education students form the backbone of large ensembles as they outnumber 
music majors/minors four to one” (p. 87). 
Regarding CMS guidelines, Turner reported, “the pluralistic nature of music is 
addressed by incorporation of American musics, non-Western musics, and multiple 
organizational possibilities” for the general music curriculum (p. 92).  All responding 
institutions indicated that they promoted comparative or interdisciplinary studies that 
included music, and likewise promoted understanding of political, social, and economic 
factors that affect the arts. Although most responding institutions had access to 
technology, few used it in music courses for the general student. 
Polvino (2000) compared residential and non-residential two-year colleges 
regarding the extent to which they fulfilled NASM requirements for the general college 
student.  The researcher developed criteria for selecting the sample of two-year colleges 
in the United States, including that the institution must offer an Associate degree in 
Music or the equivalent. Polvino identified 70 residential and 70 non-residential 
institutions distributed among the nine NASM regions that met the criteria. The survey 
consisted of ten statements reflecting NASM’s ten guidelines for music in general 
education. A Likert-type response survey instrument gathered participants’ answers 
indicating   “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (5). 
The researcher received 115 responses for an 82% response rate. Responses 
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suggested greater involvement in institutional admissions activity from residential 
colleges than from non-residential colleges. There were no significant differences 
between the two types of institutions on other items. Many of Polvino’s 
recommendations for research may be pertinent to the current study including: examining 
areas outside Western music that are represented in music curricula; investigating how 
non-music majors interact with music majors in performance and composition courses; 
studying recruitment strategies for non-music majors into performance ensembles; and 
studying how two-year colleges build audiences for music among the non-major 
population. 
Following Hardin, Powe (2010) sought to determine whether or not music 
programs at 21 colleges in the Alabama Community College System (ACCS) 
“impact[ed] the students and communities they serve in the manner that they 
proclaim[ed] and intend[ed]” (p. 4). The researcher detailed several possible functions of 
community college courses, including transfer education (leading to a four-year 
Bachelor’s degree), vocational/technical education, developmental education, and 
lifelong learning. By interviewing full-time music faculty members and gathering data 
from the college catalogues and class offering schedules, Powe found that Alabama 
community colleges met the needs of general students in offering music appreciation as 
transfer credit, but the schools did not meet the needs of students who wished to transfer 
to a four-year Bachelor’s degree in music. Although Associate of Arts (AA) and 
Associate of Science (AS) degree programs in music were mentioned in the catalogs of 
13 community colleges, those institutions did not offer the necessary courses to complete 
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the degrees. Not surprisingly, the researcher found that vocational/technical education 
was absent from Alabama community colleges. Analysis of interview data led Powe to 
suggest that despite fewer evening course offerings in music there were still enough open 
to community participation, such as ensembles, and thus addressed the lifelong learning 
function of community colleges; however, information on lifelong learning was difficult 
to glean from college catalogs. 
Researchers have indicated that scholarly inquiry into the role of music programs 
in two-year colleges has focused on transfer mission context (Benson, 1994; Hardin, 
1997; Kesling, 1982; Powe, 2010; and Turner, 1999). Turner listed the general education, 
or open access function as secondary to the transfer function in Kansas. Powe (2010) 
pointed out that two-year colleges in Alabama met the general education functions for 
transfer credit in music for non-majors but fell short for students seeking to transfer as 
music majors. None of the preceding studies focused on the content of music courses for 
the general education student. 
Music course content. Several researchers have studied the course content, 
objectives and teaching approaches for music appreciation courses aimed at the general 
education student. Survey results (Almujarreb, 2000; Grandy, 1988; Halpern, 1992; 
Renfroe, 2005), indicated a broad variety of content, textbooks, and outcomes in music 
programs offered at both two-year and four-year colleges. Two studies (Almujarreb, 
2000; Hartwell, 2009) resulted in new instructional designs for music in general studies 
courses, while two other studies (Grandy, 1988; Hartwell, 2009) specifically examined 
musical content outside Western European tradition. Finally, three studies (Gordon, 
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1996; Halpern, 1992; Smith, 1980) compared types of instructional delivery. 
Almujarreb (2000) examined instruction in college-level music appreciation 
courses using a survey sent to 200 randomly selected institutions in the United States. 
The researcher found that most courses in music appreciation were offered “as part of the 
institution’s general education offerings for nonmusic majors” (p. 72) and were offered as 
elective courses. Typically, the courses were called “Music Appreciation” or 
“Introduction to Music,” and the most widely used textbooks were Kamien’s (1996) 
Music: An Appreciation 6th edition and Machlis and Forney’s (1999) The Enjoyment of 
Music 8th edition. Almujarreb reported that 71% began instruction with an introduction to 
music fundamentals, then proceeded chronologically, and 78% of respondents focused on 
Western music. Music listening was emphasized, but only 16% of respondents 
emphasized attending concerts. “Knowledge of musical styles was emphasized ‘very 
much’ or ‘much’ by nearly 80% of respondents and knowledge of composers was 
emphasized ‘very much’ or ‘much’ by more than 50% of respondents” (p. 70). Methods 
of assessment were also reported including objective tests, listening exams, and concert 
reviews. Respondents also indicated that they considered class attendance when 
determining a grade. 
Similarly, Renfroe (2005) designed an online questionnaire and contacted 102 
National Association of Schools of Music (NASM) accredited colleges and universities 
in the Southeastern United States to complete it. The broad intent of the survey was to 
examine the goals and objectives of music appreciation courses for non-music majors. 
Fifty-nine surveys were completed of 102 requests for a 57.84% return rate. The survey 
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contained four parts with ten items per part; a total of seventy-seven sub items were 
identified on the survey. Renfroe concluded that there was variation in instructional 
approach in these courses, but that “might not be a weakness of music appreciation 
instruction” (p. 186). The researcher also concluded: 
The primary emphasis of music appreciation instruction [at NASM accredited 
schools] is for students to know the materials of music, including the elements, 
form, and general style characteristics of music.  Secondary goals include helping 
students develop aural recognition skills and demonstrate appropriate etiquette 
when attending live performances. (p. 192) 
Additionally, the researcher was critical of music appreciation textbook publishers, 
because they did not include such elements, consequently forcing instructors to rely on 
supplemental materials. 
Responding to National Association of Schools of Music (NASM) and College 
Music Society (CMS) calls for more broadly based music courses in general studies at 
colleges and universities, Grandy (1988) surveyed 127 college and university faculty 
members to determine: 
• What survey courses [in jazz and/or rock] are being offered in higher education 
for the general college student? 
• What are the content areas and available materials for these courses? 
• What are the appropriate objectives and activities for the non-music major? 
• What educational strategies might be best for instruction in such courses in the 
area of jazz and/or rock for the non-music major? (p. 21) 
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Results indicated that 70% of respondents taught at four-year institutions, whereas 30% 
taught at two-year institutions; average teaching experience was 21 years. Ninety percent 
of all respondents reported jazz or rock general survey courses at their institutions, and 
91% percent of respondents reported that these courses were designed for nonmusic 
majors. Listening to recorded music was reported as a frequent activity in jazz or rock 
general survey courses, and the textbooks mentioned most frequently for such courses 
were Gridley’s (1988) Jazz Styles and Gerow and Tanner’s (1984) A Study of Jazz. Fifty 
nine percent of respondents reported that their courses were focused on jazz only, 37 % 
reported that their courses focused on both jazz and rock styles, and eight percent 
reported that their courses focused on rock only. The researcher concluded, “there is an 
increasing awareness of the need for curriculum development of general studies courses 
for the nonmusic major in the field of jazz and/or rock music” (p. 58). Nevertheless, the 
variety of course offerings reported in the survey led Grandy to conclude, “there seems to 
be no one ‘ideal’ general studies course in rock and/or jazz studies being offered” (p. 59). 
Hartwell (2009) also focused on music outside Western traditions as he designed 
a curricular prototype for an Introduction to Music course at a two-year college in 
California. The course was influenced by Merriam’s (1964) functions and of music in 
society, but adapted in the following categories:  
• Music and spirituality; 
• Music as entertainment; 
• Music and movement; 
• Music and the intellect; 
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• Music as aesthetic experience; 
• Music and politics; 
• Music and emotional expression; and 
• Music as a cultural mirror. (p. 70) 
This model allowed the researcher to incorporate diverse musics into the course, 
from plainchant to Schoenberg, the Beatles to Public Enemy, as well as traditional music 
from Africa, Asia, and Latin America. Reviewing works on instructional design, the 
researcher followed Fink (2003) and Wiggins and McTighe (2005) and recommended the 
following goals for his course prototype: 
• Introduction to Music should adhere to a learning paradigm rather than a teaching 
paradigm. 
• Introduction to Music should promote learning that can be readily applied to a 
variety of situations (i.e., transferable learning) rather than fact-based learning 
that is quickly forgotten (i.e., inert learning). 
• Introduction to Music should reflect recent research that promoted cognitive and 
metacognitive learning strategies. (p. 93) 
Hartwell concluded that the issue of incorporating multicultural music into a music 
appreciation course is complex: “Standards of artistic beauty have a cultural component, 
and educators must be wary of using the dominant culture as a barometer of artistry” (p. 
152). The researcher also acknowledged, “student-centered courses with multicultural 
content will likely have robust enrollments, and higher enrollments can reduce [two-year 
college] budget pressures” (p. 153). 
	  	   27 
Comparisons of teaching approaches. In a study of music appreciation in 
Chicago area colleges, including three two-year colleges, Smith (1980) designed a study 
to compare the effects of two different teaching approaches on students’ listening 
perception skills, and what effects increased musical perception might have on students’ 
aesthetic judgment and attitude toward music. Music perception was measured using the 
Hevner Test for Musical Concepts (1934), aesthetic judgment was measured using the 
Indiana-Oregon Music Discrimination Test (Long, 1967), and attitude was measured by 
the Seashore-Hevner Test of Attitude Toward Music (Seashore & Hevner, 1933). Seven 
control groups and seven experimental groups were created and included a total of 363 
students. Two music appreciation texts were selected for the study: The Art of Listening: 
Developing Musical Perception by Bamberger and Brofsky (1975) was selected for the 
experimental approach. The author described the text as “organized primarily around in-
depth listening to the expressive elements of music within the context of short excerpts” 
(p. 128). The Enjoyment of Music by Joseph Machlis (1970) was selected for the control 
groups. The researcher suggested that the text differed from the experimental textbook 
“in that 1) it focuses primarily on the presentation of factual information about the formal 
structure of different musical forms and styles; and 2) it makes use of complete 
compositions rather than short excerpts” (p. 129). After extensive analysis, the researcher 
concluded that the control approach was more effective than the experimental approach 
in developing musical perception and aesthetic judgment and neither approach was more 
effective in promoting a more positive attitude towards music. 
Providing insight into non-music majors’ preferences for instructional 
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methodology, Halpern (1992) examined the effects of two different approaches of content 
delivery: historical and analytical. In the study, 45 participants were assigned to three 
groups prior to hearing several pieces of music. One group received analytical 
information about the structure of the music, another group received historical 
information about the music, and the third group served as the control group with no 
additional information provided. After hearing the four musical selections, participants 
completed a questionnaire with Likert-type responses.  Results indicated only one 
significant difference: The historical group had a positive response toward the Debussy 
selection. However, an open-ended question at the end of the survey indicated that 14 out 
of 15 participants in the historical group felt that the additional information provided 
before listening to the excerpts had a positive effect on student enjoyment of the musical 
selections. Halpern concluded that the results indicated the historical approach was the 
most effective. The results should be cautiously considered because of limitations such as 
small sample size and a lack of a pretest. 
Gordon’s (1996) research, in contrast, used historical, analytical, and contextual 
approaches to instructional delivery. The researcher assigned 203 students to a course 
based on one of these approaches to instructional delivery to determine whether their 
tonal and meter skills would improve. The Iowa Tests of Musical Literacy (1970, 1991) 
were administered as pretest and posttest measurements of those skills. Results indicated 
that students who experienced the historical delivery showed decreased scores from 
pretest to posttest, whereas students who experienced analytical and contextual 
instructional delivery showed increased average scores from pretest to posttest. 
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Researchers who investigated music programs in community colleges indicated 
that courses served transfer and open-access missions. Through more in-depth 
investigations of course content, other researchers have suggested that many music 
courses emphasize appreciation of Western European, “classical” music, and they have 
suggested that courses might be expanded to include jazz, popular, and world musics. 
One researcher (Hartwell, 2009) implemented such content into an Introduction to Music 
course. Still, how do community college faculty and administrators show that this content 
is beneficial to students and relevant to their missions? How do they show the learning 
outcomes for students? Those questions can be addressed by examining the literature on 
institutional effectiveness. 
Two-Year Colleges: Institutional Missions 
William Rainey Harper introduced junior colleges in the late 1800s in Chicago. 
He initially saw that the primary function of junior college was to provide educational 
opportunities to a greater segment of society and make university study attainable (Cohen 
& Brawer, 2008; Townsend & Wilson, 2006; Witt, Wattenburger, Gollattscheck, & 
Suppiger, 1999). Harper’s reputation as a scholar and his diplomacy “made him the 
perfect mediator between elitist forces of large universities and the democratic forces of 
the public schools” (Witt et al., 1999, p. 18). Soon after accepting John D. Rockefeller's 
offer of the presidency at the new University of Chicago in 1890, Harper developed the 
plan that “included the innovations that gave birth to the junior college movement” (p. 
14). From there, he quickly put his plans into action:  
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In 1892 Harper divided the upper and lower divisions at the University of 
Chicago…In 1895 Harper coined a new name for the lower-division departments: 
he called them junior colleges…In 1899 Harper created the associate degree for 
graduates of the junior colleges. (Witt et al., 1999) 
In approximately 1900, under the direction of school principal J. Stanley Brown, Joliet 
High School began offering post-diploma classes that were advanced level courses for 
college transfer credit (Witt et al., p. 22). Brown preferred the term “post-graduate 
department” to “junior college.” Three institutions, the University of Chicago, the 
University of Illinois, and Northwestern University accepted students from the two-year 
program of study, awarding them junior class standing (p. 21). The school board approval 
of a motion in 1902 to authorize free tuition to post-diploma students at Joliet High 
School has been the generally accepted “birth of the community college” (p. 22). 
Historically, the community college served several missions. The open-access 
mission has been one in which community colleges accept anyone who seeks 
improvement of skills, remedial education in preparation to seek a certificate or degree, 
or continuing education (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Shannon & Smith, 2006; Vaughan, 
2000). A work-force development mission, also known as vocational or technical 
education, has been one in which community colleges meets local business and industry 
needs (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Jacobs & Dougherty, 2006; Vaughan, 2000). A transfer 
mission, or collegiate mission, has helped students satisfy the general education 
requirements of the first two-years of university study, then transfer into baccalaureate 
programs having earned advanced standing as pre-determined by articulation agreements 
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between two-year and four-year institutions (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Townsend & 
Wilson, 2006; Vaughan, 2000). 
Open access mission. The open-access mission contributed to growing interest in 
higher education by a wider segment of the population, largely due to the convenience 
and availability of local campuses (Vaughan, 2000). Witt et al. (1999) claimed that the 
Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, informally called the GI Bill, provided the 
financial means for returning military personnel to attend college (p. 130). The Truman 
Commission (or the President's Commission on Higher Education) in 1947 provided a 
federal precedent for maintaining and expanding "community center[s] of learning" with 
a wide range of curricular possibilities (p. 131). The mission of junior colleges began to 
be recognized not "solely for college prep" (Witt et al., 1999) but instead for addressing 
adults’ continuing education needs. Thus, "community college", became the enduring 
moniker for two-year institutions (Bogue, 1950). By the 1960s, “the vast majority of 
Americans had a two-year college within commuting distance of their home"(Witt et al., 
1999). 
Vocational mission. William Rainey Harper recognized the need for the two-year 
programs to enroll individuals who desired job preparation without attempting a 
baccalaureate course of study (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 246). Enrollments in these 
institutions grew from the 1960s through the 1980s due to several congressional acts 
including the 1963 Vocational Act, the Comprehensive Training and Employment 
Administration of 1973 and the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act of 1984 (p. 
254). Programs in business, health professions, and computer science drew the largest 
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numbers of students because of expanding job markets (p. 255). After this growth period, 
community college enrollment in areas designed for direct employment stabilized at 
about 45% of total enrollment (pp. 259–260). 
More recently, distinctions between vocational and collegiate missions of 
community colleges became blurred.  Cohen and Brawer (2008) indicated, “in the long 
run, vocational education fails if it is focused narrowly on job skills” (p. 275). The 
researchers argued that liberal arts study helps keep vocational education sufficiently 
broad. Additionally in recent years, “vocational programs increasingly became feeders to 
senior institutions…. Students were finding that many of the credits they earned…were 
acceptable for transfer” (p. 276). 
Transfer mission. Townsend and Wilson (2006) pointed out the uniqueness of 
providing students with the first two years of baccalaureate education with a focus on the 
liberal arts. Cohen and Brawer (2008) suggested that the collegiate, or transfer function 
marries student flow through the thirteenth and fourteenth grades with the liberal arts. 
The researchers claimed that liberal arts courses were predominant in community 
colleges from the 1920s through the 1960s. In the 1970s, the liberal arts curriculum 
narrowed, but by the 1990s, the number and variety of liberal arts courses had once again 
increased. 
Historically, one of the concerns regarding the transfer mission has been 
documenting which students transfer successfully from two-year to four-year institutions. 
This would typically be handled by way of “articulation agreements” between two-year 
and four-year colleges in which transfer credit was pre-approved as satisfactory course 
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credit at either institution. Cohen and Brawer (2008) submitted, "articulation refers to the 
movement of students—or, more precisely, the student's academic credits—from one 
point to another" (p. 356). Harper anticipated this potential problem by establishing a 
Board of Affiliating and Co-operating Schools at the University of Chicago, in about 
1897, which certified coursework at participating institutions (Witt, et al, 1999). Ignash 
and Townsend (2001) provided further insight about articulation agreements, suggesting 
they could be “developed for individual courses, or chunks of a program such as a block 
of integrated and sequenced nursing courses, or an entire degree" (p. 174). 
Institutional Effectiveness 
According to Head (2011), institutional effectiveness (IE) refers to assessment, 
accreditation, and accountability (p. 6). The researcher credited the Southern Association 
Colleges and Schools (SACS) for coining the term (p. 6), and he offered the definition 
most often employed: “Institutional effectiveness is the process and structure used by a 
college to determine the quality of its students, academic programs, administrative 
functions, and support services” (2008, p. 8). Ewell (2011) asserted that the original term, 
“assessment” dealt solely with student learning outcomes, whereas “institutional 
effectiveness” is framed in terms of an institution’s accountability to state and federal 
governments, accreditation agencies, and regional employers. 
Measuring institutional effectiveness. Mellow and Heelan (2008) pointed out 
that there are many ways in which community colleges have measured IE, tied to federal, 
state and local concerns (p. 58). Data used for assessment has included evaluations of 
teaching and learning effectiveness, student transfer data, and degree completion. The 
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authors credited Burke (2005) with providing a comprehensive list of the most commonly 
collected data used to measure IE: 
• Transfers from community colleges 
• Use of technology 
• Faculty teaching loads 
• Credits at graduation or time to degree 
• Faculty/staff diversity 
• Job placement rates 
• Preparation of entering students 
• Non-instructional costs as a percentage of overall costs 
• Program duplication 
• Satisfaction surveys 
• Sponsored research dollars obtained 
• Student test scores 
• Workforce training indicators (Burke, 2005) 
Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community Colleges was published since 
1994. Contained in the third edition (Alfred, Shults, & Seybert, 2007) were sixteen core 
indicators, which also represent data collected and employed in measurement of 
institutional effectiveness. Indicators were classified by institutional mission, so not all 
core indicators of IE were intended to apply to each community college: 
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Mission: Student Progress 
• Student goal attainment 
• Persistence 
• Graduation rates 
• Student satisfaction 
Mission: General Education 
• Success in subsequent and related course work 
• Program learning outcomes and mastery of discipline 
• Demonstration of general education competencies 
Mission: Outreach 
• Regional market penetration rates 
• Responsiveness to community needs 
Mission: Workforce Development  
• Placement rates 
• Licensure and certification pass rates 
• Employer satisfaction with graduates 
• Client satisfaction with programs and services 
Mission: Contribution to the Public Good  
• Value added to the community 
Mission: Transfer Preparation  
• Transfer rates 
• Performance after transfer (p. 23) 
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Community college leaders began to recognize that mission differences were 
obstacles in the way of a standardized and valid assessment of IE that could apply to all 
community colleges. Consequently, the American Association on Community Colleges 
(AACC) formed a steering committee to oversee the development of a Voluntary 
Framework of Accountability (VFA). The committee described the development of this 
accountability measure as follows: 
Until now, the colleges have been largely assessed using the same measures as 4-
year universities, which, in many cases do not match their mission or the 
characteristics of their student populations. The Voluntary Framework of 
Accountability (VFA), along with its newly-minted Metrics Manual 1.0, will give 
community colleges what many believe has long been lacking in reporting their 
successes to the public and policymakers: specific metrics that assess how they do 
in areas such as student progress and achievement, implementation of career and 
technical education programs (credit and noncredit) and transparency in reporting 
outcomes. (“VFA, About”, 2014) 
The VFA steering committee proposed three primary areas for accountability: Student 
progress and outcomes measures; workforce, economic, and community development 
measures; and student learning outcomes approach. The VFA was expected to provide:  
• Measures appropriate to community college missions and the students served. 
• Usable and consistent definitions to enable benchmarking and collaboration. 
• Measures by which community colleges should be held accountable and therefore 
can be used to influence policy conversations with stakeholders (VFA, 2011.). 
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Accreditation and Institutional Effectiveness. Head and Johnson (2011) 
acknowledged that accreditation was “often viewed as an onerous or burdensome 
external requirement” (p. 38). Nevertheless, the researchers maintained that accreditation 
verified accountability measures regarding instructional practice along with 
course/program improvement strategies, or more specifically “…compliance with certain 
predetermined, common standards of excellence [provided] a stimulus for the 
improvement of courses and programs” (p.38). This process would also serve to assist a 
college and/or university with judging the quality of articulation agreements when it 
came to “the value and equivalency of transfer credits” (p. 38). Head and Johnson 
described two types of accreditation: 
Institutional accreditation is the process by which institutions of higher education 
are evaluated as a whole with an eye toward their unity of purpose and the extent 
to which the sum of the parts complement the whole. Programmatic accreditation 
focuses on components -- programs, courses of study, and sometimes individual 
courses -- within the institution. (Head and Johnson, 2011, p. 38) 
The institutional type of accreditation has been provided by agencies such as the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). Its Commission on Colleges 
provided recommendations regarding IE in the document “Principles of Accreditation: 
Foundations for Quality Enhancement” (2010). They recommended measuring IE using 
data on “educational programs, to include student learning outcomes [SLO], 
administrative support services, educational support services, research within its 
educational mission, if appropriate, community/public service within its educational 
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mission, if appropriate” (p. 25). They also recommended that each higher education 
institution should develop a Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) that “(1) demonstrates 
institutional capability for the initiation, implementation, and completion of the QEP; (2) 
includes broad-based involvement of institutional constituencies in the development and 
proposed implementation of the QEP; and (3) identifies goals and a plan to assess their 
achievement” (p.25).  
Program accreditation has been provided by other agencies such as the 
Association for General and Liberal Studies (AGLS). The AGLS has provided guidelines 
for college administrators to assess their respective general education programs and 
recommended, “focus on the connection between mission and general and liberal 
learning.” (“Improving learning in general education”, 2014). The program assessment 
guidelines were outlined on the website and reportedly published in “Improving Learning 
in General Education: An AGLS Guide to Assessment & Program Review”. 
 
How student outcomes are incorporated in Institutional Effectiveness. 
Initially student outcomes were factored into institutional effectiveness measures 
as integrated data within four of the most widely used methods: 1) actuarial data; 2) 
ratings of institutional quality; 3) student surveys; and 4) student skills and knowledge 
(Klein et al., 2005). Klein et al. summarized the methods: 
• Colleges routinely report various types of actuarial data, such as, graduation rates, 
endowment level, student/faculty ratio, average admissions test scores, and the 
racial/ethnic composition of the student body. 
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• Ratings of institutional quality are generated annually from surveys of college 
faculty and administrators, but may also include actuarial data such as selectivity, 
faculty resources, and financial resources. 
• Large-scale questionnaire surveys have been used to ask students about their 
collegiate experiences, satisfaction with their coursework and school, self-
assessments of improvement in their academic abilities, and educational and 
employment plans. 
• Direct assessments may involve collecting data on course grades, evaluating 
student work products (e.g., portfolios), and administering various types of tests. 
(pp. 254–55) 
The Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), a survey 
instrument "specifically designed to assess the extent to which students are engaged in 
empirically derived good educational practices and what they gain from their college 
experience" (Kuh, 2001, p. 2) was one of the first standardized measures of student 
outcomes derived from the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). Given the 
unique missions and student populations in community colleges the survey intended to 
account for “producing new information about community college quality and 
performance that would provide value to institutions in their efforts to improve student 
learning and retention” (“About CCSSE”, 2014).  
Results from a 38-item questionnaire were intended to help community colleges 
benchmark their practices in terms of “active and collaborative learning, student effort, 
academic challenge, student-faculty interaction, and support for learners” because survey 
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results are also aggregated by college size, location and accreditation region (“Key 
findings”, 2014).  These markers of student engagement have correlated positively with 
student learning and persistence (Carini, Kuh, & Klein, 2006; Ewell, 2002; Klein et al., 
2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). 
In 2006, the Association of Public Land-grant Universities (APLU) and the 
Association of State Colleges and Universities (AASCU) addressed a need to streamline 
the accountability process by forming the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA). 
This initiative focused primarily on 4-year institutions purporting 52% of all public 
undergraduate institutions participate in the VSA (“Benefits of VSA participation”, 
2014). The objectives of the VSA were to: 
• Demonstrate accountability and stewardship to public. 
• Support institutions in the measurement of educational outcomes and facilitate the 
identification and implementation of effective practices as part of institutional 
improvement efforts.  
• Provide a useful tool for students during the college search process. 
• Assemble and disseminate information that is transparent, comparable, and 
understandable (“VSA”, 2014). 
In order to create a more standardized method for assessing student learning 
outcomes, the VSA Learning Outcomes Work Group reviewed sixteen instruments and 
narrowed the search to identify three assessments now used by VSA member institutions: 
The College Learning Assessment (CLA), the College Assessment of Academic 
Proficiency (CAAP), and the Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress (MAPP, 
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now called the ETS Proficiency Profile). All three contain assessment components 
specifically aimed at measuring critical thinking and analytical reasoning, a key 
component of the VSA requirement.  
Collegiate Learning Assessment.  The Collegiate Learning Assessment (now 
CLA+) was developed in 2002 by the Council for Aid to Education (CAE) intended to 
provide faculty and administrators with assessment data gathered “by directly measuring 
student learning outcomes through performance tasks” (“History”, 2014). In addition to 
maintaining a database of student results in critical thinking and written communication 
skills CAE purports their assessment to be equipped with “an array of tools appropriately 
matched to the diverse missions, goals, and purposes of each institution” (“Mission,” 
2014). The 90-minute examination is intended to use students’ higher order skills such as 
critical thinking in order to solve problems. “CLA+ measures college students’ 
performance in analysis and problem solving, scientific and quantitative reasoning, 
critical reading and evaluation, and critiquing an argument, in addition to writing 
mechanics and effectiveness” (“Learn More About CLA+,” 2014). Roger Benjamin, 
president of the CAE, suggested that institutions should test freshmen in the fall semester 
and seniors in the spring (Benjamin, 2014). Cohort data can then be used to compare 
institutional effectiveness with other institutions that participate in the CLA+ without a 
competitive ranking system. A percentile rank may be used to compare similar 
institutions with regard to learning as demonstrated by student cohort scores. Data 
gathered may be used as a benchmark and compared with data from other institutions 
(Zahner, 2014).  
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Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency. The American College Testing 
program (ACT) developed the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP) 
as “a straightforward measurement of students' attainment of their general education core 
skills and learning” (“How to Use CAAP,” 2011). The test was intended for use at the 
end of the sophomore year or the beginning of the junior year, after students have 
completed their general education requirements. A total of six test modules were 
developed; writing skills, mathematics, critical thinking, reading, and science were 
designed as multiple choice tests, and the writing essay test was designed as a written 
response to a short situational prompt. When institutions have used the test as an 
outcomes measure, they have been encouraged to develop local norms and thereby 
enhance and improve student learning. Institutions have also been encouraged to use 
CAAP as a Value-Added Performance Gain Measure, administering the test to incoming 
freshmen and then to the same students as they finish their general education studies. 
Performance gains were intended as group, rather than individual, measures. 
ETS Proficiency Profile. Formerly the Measure of Academic Proficiency and 
Progress (MAPP), this examination was designed to measure proficiency in four “core 
skill areas”: critical thinking, reading, writing, and mathematics (“About,” 2014). 
Institutions have been encouraged to use test scores to conduct longitudinal and cross-
sectional studies of academic skills developed. ETS has noted that faculty may “add up to 
50 locally authored multiple-choice questions and nine demographic questions to meet 
specific program needs” (“Content Flexibility,” 2014). 
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ACT WorkKeys. This standardized testing program is unlike other student outcomes 
measures. It was designed by ACT to help employers evaluate the job skills of their 
workforce and potential employees, using a three-step process of job profiling, 
assessments, and training. In job profiling employers were intended to identify the skills 
and skill levels required for specific jobs. Assessments were designed from job profiles to 
measure the abilities of the workforce, as well as students interested in pursuing various 
types of careers. Finally, training programs were developed to remediate personnel 
identified with “skill gaps” (“WorkKeys,” 2014). Some community colleges have 
considered the program applicable to their workforce development missions using the 
examinations as pretest-posttest measures “to show growth over time and to provide 
group comparisons in outcomes measurement” (“WorkKeys,” 2014). 
Institutional Effectiveness and music programs. Little research has been 
dedicated to accountability for student learning outcomes in music. One of the few 
examples was a briefing paper published by the Council of Arts Accrediting Associations 
(CAAA) in 1990 and entitled, "Outcomes Assessment and Arts Programs in Higher 
Education" (“Outcomes Assessment,” 2014). The CAAA was an ad-hoc affiliation of the 
National Association of Schools of Art and Design, the National Association of Schools 
of Dance, the National Association of Schools of Music, and the National Association of 
Schools of Theatre, and the groups recognized, “Every educational institution in the 
United States is now confronted with accountability questions to a greater extent than 
ever before” (“Outcomes Assessment,” p. 2). In the document, the CAAA cautioned 
against oversimplification in standardizing assessments, but added, "To be productive it 
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[assessment] must become more tailored to the nature of particular courses of study. Its 
methods must become more artistic than technological" (p. 4). The authors developed a 
list of possible student achievement goals for arts institutions, including assessment of: 
1. Competence in basic technique. 
2. Basic understanding of the history of the art form in Western and other 
civilizations. 
3. Basic general education at the college level, including the ability to 
understand distinctions and commonalities regarding work in artistic, 
scientific, and humanistic domains. 
4. Entry-level competence in the major field of study. 
5. Ability to enter graduate study in the major field. 
6. Ability to form and defend value judgments. 
7. Ability to communicate in spoken and written language. 
8. Ability to communicate ideas in a specific art form in professional 
circumstances. 
9. A coherent set of artistic/intellectual goals evident in each student’s work and 
the ability to achieve these goals as an independent professional. (p. 8) 
Apparently, this document was intended for use primarily in four-year institutions; the 
authors drew attention to expertise in the arts, as if outcomes proposed were for students 
whose major in the arts, and the document referred to assessment of students’ ability to 
enter graduate study. 
In contrast, Pailen (2000) developed “good practice” indicators for undergraduate 
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arts courses in the general studies curriculum. The researcher drew on Chickering and 
Gamson’s (1987) The Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education, 
as well as Ewell and Jones’s (1996) Indicators of “Good Practice” in Undergraduate 
Education. Syllabi and materials were collected from 120 fine and performing arts 
courses counted in the general studies curricula of 27 public liberal arts institutions in 
Maryland. Pailen recorded teaching strategies, materials and curricular features that were 
consistent with Chickering and Gamson’s principles. For example, consistent with the 
principle, “Good practice encourages contacts between students and faculty,” Pailen 
noted that syllabi reflect “opportunities for faculty and students to interact outside of 
class time, such as performances and exhibits on campus or in the community” (p. 69). 
Consistent with the principle, “Good practice encourages active learning,” Pailen noted, 
“the course design incorporates lab experiences which provide students hands-on 
experience with the art form” (p. 69).  
Additionally, Pailen (2000) designed a survey instrument for faculty and 
administrators to determine “opinions regarding the extent to which particular 
knowledge, skills, and values/attitudes should be introduced in general education arts 
courses for non-majors” (p. 73). Among the findings from the survey were: 
• The majority of the respondents (81%) across arts disciplines rated knowledge 
about historical/cultural and aesthetics as “extremely” or “very important”. 
• Respondents rated the skill of applying knowledge to critique or analyze art works 
as “very important” across arts disciplines. In contrast, skills related to hands-on 
applications in the arts (creating and performing) were rated by most respondents 
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as “generally unimportant” or “not applicable.” (p. 73) 
The researcher’s recommendations included the following; 
The design of an indicators system of instructional good practice for general 
education arts courses should be guided by the identification of goal statements, 
which capture the mission and needs or the institution, department, or system. 
Goal statements should be aligned with desired student outcomes that support 
established good practice principles in undergraduate education. Building 
indicators on identified goals can guide improvements and establish a basis to 
assess accountability with respect to the department’s general education offerings. 
The validity of the indicator system can be established by collecting data over 
time that can document empirical links between desired student outcomes and 
identified general education goals and objectives. (p. 75) 
As mentioned earlier in this literature review under the sub-heading Music In 
Two-Year Colleges, Powe (2010) sought to determine whether or not music programs at 
21 colleges in the Alabama Community College System (ACCS) were meeting ACCS 
and individual institutional objectives, in essence, the researcher was examining their 
institutional effectiveness. Powe found that music programs were meeting the general 
education mission of the community college by offering Music Appreciation courses in 
several forms; however, the community colleges were not meeting the needs of transfer 
students who hoped to major in music. Additionally, vocational/technical education, 
developmental music education, and opportunities for lifelong learning were “almost 
non-existent” across Alabama Community Colleges.  Associates degrees were offered at 
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67% of Alabama community colleges, but "only 43% offer enough [courses] in their 
schedule to support the major" (p. 70). Powe suggested that the music major was difficult 
to sustain because of the expenses associated with one-on-one private lesson teaching. 
Among the researcher’s recommendations were creating on-line and hybrid music 
courses at Alabama Community Colleges and moving ensemble rehearsals into the 
evening hours in order to increase lifelong learning opportunities. 
Accreditation. The National Association of Schools of Music (NASM) is a 
professional organization consisting of “schools, conservatories, colleges and universities 
with approximately 647 accredited institutional members” (“NASM,” 2014). An 
institution can become a member of NASM through program accreditation, which is 
conducted first through self-study and then by peer review.  
In its handbook, NASM has acknowledged that two-year college music programs 
exist in the following contexts: 
a. Enrichment programs for the general college student; 
b. Degrees, certificates, or curricular offerings having an occupational or vocational 
emphasis and not intended to prepare for transfer; 
c. Curricular offerings providing instruction in music as an element of liberal 
education, without the intention of training for music occupations; 
d. Degrees or other curricular programs intended to prepare students for transfer and 
continuing study toward liberal arts or professional baccalaureate degrees in 
music. (“Handbook,” 2014, p. 91) 
NASM has maintained that, for two-year programs intended to prepare students for 
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transfer to baccalaureate degrees in music, standards for basic musicianship, 
performance, basic analysis, and general studies should be equivalent to the first two 
years of a baccalaureate program. NASM also indicated that two-year institutions should 
“offer at least one introductory course in music education” (p. 92). Regarding two-year 
vocational programs of study, NASM recommended that institutions should establish 
operational standards, including degree title, content, prerequisites, assessment of 
competencies, and length of program (“NASM Handbook,” 2014). Although NASM 
acknowledged that one of the possible institutional missions of two-year colleges is 
general studies, it provided accreditation standards only for institutions with transfer and 
vocational missions. 
Summary 
Research dealing with music programs in two-year colleges has primarily focused 
on the transfer mission (Benson, 1994; Hardin, 1997; Kesling, 1982; Powe, 2010; Turner, 
1999), and the open-access mission (Benson, 1994), that has also been called the “general 
education mission,” (Hardin, 1997; Kesling, 1982; Turner, 1999) and the “life-long 
learning mission” (Powe, 2010). Hardin (1997) criticized two-year colleges for their 
failure to serve a vocational mission in music, and Powe (2010) who followed Hardin, 
found that two year colleges in Alabama did not meet the needs of students who wished 
to transfer to a four-year bachelor’s degree in music. 
Researchers, then, have raised questions about music courses in two-year 
colleges, which institutional missions they serve, and therefore which students are served. 
Regarding music appreciation courses intended for the general studies curriculum, 
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researchers indicated that a broad range of content and textbooks were employed at both 
two-year and four-year colleges (Almujarreb, 2000; Grandy, 1988; Halpern, 1992; 
Renfroe, 2005; Wright, 2007). Two studies (Almujarreb, 2000; Hartwell, 2009) resulted 
in new instructional designs for music in general studies courses, and two studies 
(Grandy, 1988; Hartwell, 2009) specifically examined musical content outside of the 
Western European tradition. Finally, three studies (Gordon, 1996; Halpern, 1992; Smith, 
1980) compared types of instructional delivery. Although researchers revealed 
information about students’ satisfaction with course content and instructional delivery, 
they did not concern themselves with which students were being served by the instruction 
or whether learning outcomes were aligned with institutional mission. 
Two-year colleges serve three primary missions: open-access, vocational, and 
transfer (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; Jacobs & Dougherty, 2006; Shannon & Smith, 2006; 
Townsend & Wilson, 2006; Vaughan, 2000). At any two-year institution, all three 
missions may be served simultaneously; consequently, enrollment in a given course 
might consist of a broad range of students.  
Relationships between institutional mission and student learning outcomes have 
been considered under the broad rubrics of institutional effectiveness (IE) (Head, 2008, p. 
8). In principle, all higher education institutions have measured their effectiveness 
through institutional and program accreditation and accountability for student learning 
outcomes. Because of their multiple missions and broadly-based student population, two-
year colleges have often been challenged to demonstrate their effectiveness by 
conventional means, and consequently, their effectiveness has often been underestimated 
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(“AACC press release,” 2014). The Core Indicators of Effectiveness for Community 
Colleges (Alfred, Shults, & Seybert, 2007) contained indicators categorized by 
institutional mission, and the Voluntary Framework for Accountability (“VFA 
Outcomes,” 2014), was intended “to provide community colleges with a significantly 
improved ability to assess their performance, identify areas for improvement, and 
demonstrate their commitment to their academic mission” (p.5). The National 
Association of Schools of Music (NASM), which grants music program accreditation, 
has provided standards for the vocational and transfer missions of two-year colleges. 
Although NASM, in its Handbook (2014), acknowledged that two year colleges should 
provide, “curricular offerings in music as an element of liberal education, without the 
intention of training for music occupations” (p. 91), and thus implied an open-access 
mission, the organization did not provide standards by which to evaluate the institution’s 
effectiveness in achieving that mission.  
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Chapter 3: Mining Faculty Perspectives 
Overview 
The purpose of this study was to investigate South Carolina two-year college 
music faculty members’ perceptions of Music in General Studies courses. Five broad 
questions guided the research: 
1. How do instructors of MGS courses describe the primary learning goals of 
students enrolled in MGS courses? 
2. What student learning outcomes do instructors of MGS courses identify for 
measurement in their MGS courses?  
3. How are student learning outcomes (SLO) measured in MGS courses?  
4. How do the instructors’ perceptions shape MGS content, text selection, and 
SLOs? 
5. How do instructors of MGS courses perceive the purpose of MGS  
 
within the institutional mission of their respective colleges?  
 
In order to select my method of inquiry I had to consider my data source, MGS 
instructors at SC two-year colleges. Quantitative research requires large numbers of 
participants in order to produce statistically significant data and to generalize results (Gay 
& Airasian, 2003). After investigating the number of MGS instructors teaching at SC 
two-year colleges I concluded that the likelihood of gathering meaningful results from a 
quantitative method would not be possible. The relatively small pool of 50 MGS 
instructors listed on two-year college websites statewide was a clear indication that I 
needed find another way to generate meaningful data. It became apparent that a 
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qualitative design was best suited for my investigation. I selected collective case study as 
the method of inquiry in order to discover a deeper understanding of the problem 
presented in Chapter 1.  
This collective case study took place in two phases: The first phase consisted of a 
web-based questionnaire and the second phase consisted of follow-up interviews. In the 
first phase of the study, I conducted a pre-interview questionnaire of instructors of MGS 
courses in 13 South Carolina two-year colleges. From the questionnaire respondents, I 
employed maximum variation sampling (Patton, 2002) to select six participants in 
follow-up interviews. At the conclusion of each interview I conducted within case 
analysis and developed portraits of each participant. Then, in a more intensive analysis, I 
compared the cases using a collective case study approach (Stake, 1995).  
Researcher Role  
My role as a researcher was to “collect, interpret, and present the stories” (Black, 
2012, p. 63) of community college music instructors. I have four years of full-time 
experience as a music instructor at a small community college (less than 5,000 students) 
and three years as an adjunct instructor at a large community college (greater than 5,000 
students) that have provided me with knowledge and insight, or what Eisner (1998) refers 
to as connoisseurship (p. 63). Given this prior experience, my interview questions and 
subsequent interpretation of responses perhaps reflected more focus and sensitivity than 
what might be evident among researchers without this background. Although my intrigue 
with the role of MGS in student learning outcomes and institutional effectiveness was 
discussed in Chapter 1, I continued to be curious as to what other MGS instructors were 
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teaching in MGS courses, their perceptions of students and content, and their perceptions 
of the role of MGS within institutional missions. During the investigation process, 
however, I remained aware of my own subjectivities throughout data collection and 
analysis. Peshkin (1988) describes ‘three interrelated aspects of self’ that constantly 
influence the researcher: 1) affective, including acknowledging one’s values, attitudes, 
tastes; 2) history, including acknowledging that one has a past that occurred at a 
particular place and time; and 3) biography, including acknowledging one’s age, religion, 
occupation, political affiliation and other attributes (p. 47). In addition to acknowledging 
subjectivities, Peshkin also recommends “null research behavior” during the gathering 
phase, by being mindful of answers to such questions as “What am I not asking?” and 
“What am I hearing but not appreciating?” (p. 53). I engaged in null research behaviors 
throughout the data gathering, and monitored subjectivities during data analysis while 
writing reflective memos in the margins of interview transcripts. 
Participants 
This study represents a collective case study of teaching music in general studies 
(MGS) at South Carolina two-year colleges, and the population of interest was instructors 
who teach these courses. According to the websites of these institutions, there were 
approximately 50 such instructors at the time of this study. For the first phase of the 
study, deans or administrators at South Carolina two-year colleges were approached for 
permission to contact music instructors at their institutions who teach face-to-face, 
hybrid, or online music courses (see email in Appendix A). All but one institution either 
granted permission to contact their music faculty or passed on the request to their 
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instructors. The one administrator declining the request to contact indicated that data 
collected from one adjunct music instructor would not be significant to the study and 
therefore refused to participate. As outlined below, I took steps to ensure a satisfactory 
response rate, and an adequate cross-section of instructors responded (n = 13). The final 
item on the questionnaire included a request to participate in the second phase of the 
research, which consisted of follow-up interviews. From those who responded in the 
affirmative to continue in the study, I chose six participants, utilizing maximum variation 
sampling (Patton, 2002). I ensured variation among the six participants based on the 
following criteria: 1) both males and females participated; 2) both full-time and part-time 
instructors participated; 3) South Carolina two-year technical colleges, and University of 
South Carolina two-year colleges were represented among the participants; 4) a range of 
college teaching experience was represented among the participants; and 5) institutions 
with large numbers of students enrolled in music courses and institutions with small 
numbers of students enrolled in music courses were represented among the participants. 
Data Collection  
Questionnaire. Using key ideas from Renfroe’s (2005) survey instrument, I 
constructed a questionnaire that consisted of basic information regarding an institution’s 
music courses, students enrolled, course offerings and materials, and instructor 
characteristics. The questionnaire was pilot-tested for content, question clarity, and length 
by two-year college music appreciation instructors from other states. Upon revision, radio 
buttons and checkboxes were the main responses required, thus reducing total time for 
completion and helping to ensure an adequate response rate (Dillman, Smyth, & 
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Christian, 2009; Fan & Yan, 2010; Smyth, Dillman, Christian, & O’Neill, 2010). The 
final questionnaire is included in Appendix D.  
After securing permission to contact potential participants, I sent a pre-
notification email (see Appendix B) as recommended in prior research by Fan and Yan 
(2010), followed by the invitation to participate in the first phase of the research (see 
Appendix C) with an attached direct link to the questionnaire distributed through 
Qualtrics.com (see Appendix D). Each instructor received an individual, anonymous 
email link. Each participant could only use the link one time and no identifying data was 
recorded through his or her response to that link.  
Qualtrics uses Transport Layer Security (TLS) encryption (also known as 
HTTPS) for all transmitted data. We also protect surveys with passwords and 
HTTP referrer checking. Our data is hosted by third party data centers that are 
SSAE-16 SOC II certified. All client data are considered confidential, and treated 
as such, with no specific designation (such as medical (PHI), PII, or public). 
Therefore there is a duty of care that Qualtrics must have with PII data. Related to 
HIPAA, HITECH (Health Information Technology for Economic and Clinical 
Health Act) are updated assessment rules to ensure that data are properly 
protected and best security practices followed (“Security Statement,” 2014).  
The web-based questionnaire remained open for two weeks; limits on response time had 
been recommended to show that the questionnaire “is legitimate and useful, increasing 
benefits, and reducing perceived costs of responding” (Millar & Dillman, 2011, p. 250). 
Smyth et al. (2010), for example, reported response rates of 71 percent (p. 1432). Despite 
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efforts to improve participation using the aforementioned measures only 26 percent 
(n=13) of two-year college music instructors participated in the questionnaire.  However, 
nine participants agreed to be interviewed for the next phase of the study.  
Interviews. Using information obtained from the invitation e-mails and data 
gathered from the initial questionnaires, I engaged in a process of maximum variation 
sampling (Patton, 2002). Maximum variation sampling involves the purposive selection 
of participants from a variety of representative demographics, for example, males and 
females, part time and full time instructors, small and large colleges. This process 
resulted in identification and selection of six individuals for the next phase of the study. I 
contacted each individual to schedule convenient dates, times, and locations for 
interview. Participants selected the least restrictive environment for the interviews in 
order to make them feel comfortable in providing responses to my questions (Herzog, 
2012). Most of the participants selected the preference for a tele-conference interview 
due to their work schedule conflicts and geographical location. 
I asked participants to provide aliases in order to ensure anonymity and to protect 
confidentiality of their responses. Additionally, data extracted from the respective 
colleges’ websites used for comparisons between instructors’ responses and institutional 
data reported in Chapter 4 of this research document was cited as “College Annual 
Reports, with year date” to further ensure anonymity of participants. This precaution was 
exercised due to the fact that many two-year colleges in South Carolina only employ one 
or two music faculty and it would be very easy to identify individual participants if the 
college name was provided in the citation.  
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Each interview began with consent language similar to that of the survey and was 
followed by questions listed in the interview protocol as a guide (Appendix E). I initiated 
the inquiry in the form of a conversation in order to “build the kind of intimacy that is 
common for mutual self-disclosure” (Johnson & Rowlands, 2012, p. 99). Drawing on my 
prior training and experience as an interrogator in the United States Army, I was able to 
carefully gather detailed information from participants by employing a relaxed and non-
threatening means of questioning. As an active listener, I encouraged detailed responses 
and used additional prompts and follow-up questions as necessary for clarity of 
responses. Each interview was audio-recorded, and I took notes as needed during the 
interview to ensure the clarity of transcription. Within 48 hours of each interview, I 
produced a transcription, and returned a completed transcription to each respondent in the 
first of two member checks (Merriam, 1998, p. 204). 
Data Analysis 
I treated each interview participant as a case, and developed a portrait of each 
participant’s Music in General Studies teaching at his or her institution. Single cases can 
reveal rich information in that “the case researcher has tried to display the unique vitality 
of each case, noting its particular situation and how the context influences the experience 
of the program or phenomenon” (Stake, 2006, Ch. 3, Kindle edition, para. 1). The 
phenomenon in question was music in general studies at two-year colleges in South 
Carolina, and the first layer of data to be explored was information collected from the 
questionnaire responses of 13 participants. Responses provided information needed to 
identify volunteers as interview participants. Questionnaire data also provided cues to 
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develop and refine protocol questions for interviews with six key informants. Data 
analysis began with my transcription of each interview, because I could begin to get a 
sense of each case through transcribing. I used a constant comparative method of data 
analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) to extract units of data from the transcriptions. 
According to Lincoln and Guba (1985) two criteria must be met: 1) a unit of data must be 
heuristic, and 2) a unit of data is the smallest piece of information that can stand by itself. 
By constantly comparing units of data within each transcription, I looked for regularities 
and began category construction for each individual case. Merriam (1998) has suggested 
that categories should: “1) reflect the purpose of the research, 2) be exhaustive, 3) be 
mutually exclusive, 4) be sensitizing, 5) be conceptually congruent” (pp. 183–184). I 
moved back and forth between inductive and deductive reasoning to make sense of the 
case and until there was a minimum number of units of data not assignable to categories 
(p. 185). I also compared each case to the literature on music in general studies, two-year 
college teaching, institutional missions, and institutional effectiveness. When each 
portrait was complete, I returned it to the interview participant in a second member check 
to ensure accuracy of representation.  
Following the within-case analyses, I began a cross-case analysis. Use of constant 
comparative method was conducted much the same as in the within-case analyses, 
moving from units of data to category construction, but this time I conducted the analysis 
across all cases, looking for patterns. In a cross-case analysis it is more important for the 
researcher to keep contextual variables in mind (Merriam, 1998, p. 194), so the subtle 
variations among the cases become more apparent. In addition, theorizing becomes more 
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important, that is, attempting to offer a broader explanation of how the categories are 
related. Yin (2011) suggests that seeking “rival explanations” can strengthen a study by 
offering additional “vantage points” from which to view the data, causing constructive 
skepticism and encouraging a researcher to gather more data while double-checking 
previously collected data (“Rival Explanations,” 2011). This process occurred throughout 
the study, but became especially important in building theory to explain all cases. I 
returned to the research literature on music education in two-year colleges, the 
institutional missions of two-year colleges, and assessing institutional effectiveness at 
two- year colleges as I sought such rival explanations and built a compelling cross-case 
analysis.   
Dependability and Validity 
Merriam (1998) suggests that dependability of qualitative inquiry can be 
“enhanced by the investigator explaining the assumptions and theory underlying the 
study, by triangulating data, and by leaving an audit trail. In Chapters 1 and 2, I explained 
the assumptions and theory underlying the study; as described in this chapter, I used data 
source triangulation by collecting interview data from six informants.  I kept detailed 
records for the audit trail explaining “how data were collected, how categories were 
derived, and how decisions were made throughout the inquiry,” (Merriam, 1998, Ch. 10, 
Kindle edition, para. 7) after which I invited a qualitative researcher to conduct an audit.  
According to Merriam (1998), qualitative researchers are closer to “reality” 
through direct observation and interview, rather than relying on some sort of intervention, 
so internal validity “is a strength of qualitative research” (p. 203). Merriam recommends 
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six basic strategies to enhance internal validity: “1) triangulation, which typically means 
using multiple sources of data or multiple means of data collection; 2) member checks, 
which means returning data to informants at various stages of interpretation to verify its 
plausibility; 3) long term observation or repeated observation at a field site; 4) peer 
examination, which means asking colleagues to comment on emergent findings; 5) 
participatory or collaborative modes, which applies to involvement of research 
participants in all phases of a study; and 6) acknowledging researcher bias, which means 
clarification of the researcher’s assumptions and positionality” (p. 205). As noted 
previously, I drew on multiple data sources by interviewing six MGS instructors, I 
employed two member checks during data collection and analysis, and I acknowledged 
my positionality. 
Although many researchers have claimed that the reader rather than the researcher 
determines generalizability of qualitative research, Merriam (1998) suggests that the 
researcher “has an obligation to provide enough detailed description of the study's 
context to enable readers to compare the ‘fit’ with their situations” (p. 211). To enhance 
generalization, Merriam recommends 1) providing rich, thick description; 2) indicating 
typicality; and 3) and using several cases that “maximize diversity in the phenomenon of 
interest” (p. 212). In the final report I provided a rich, narrative description of six cases 
that may provide indications of common features (typicality) while representing diversity 
as indicated; 1) both males and females participated; 2) both full-time and part-time 
instructors participated; 3) South Carolina two-year technical colleges, and University of 
South Carolina two-year colleges were represented among the participants; 4) a range of 
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college teaching experience has been represented among the participants; and 5) 
institutions with large numbers of students enrolled in music courses and institutions with 
small numbers of students enrolled in music courses were represented. The final analysis 
of the findings may provide “context-bound extrapolations” (Patton, 1990, p. 491) toward 
possible theoretical development. 
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Chapter 4: Reeling In The Years Results 
Overview 
In this chapter results are presented from the two phases of this study, first in an 
account of the questionnaire responses listed under each question and then followed by 
case descriptions of responses and reactions gathered from participants during the 
interviews. Each case is described under headings taken from participant pseudonyms. 
The first table presents demographic data from the questionnaire participants. In the last 
section of this chapter are the cross-case comparisons and another table presenting the 
results of coding.  
Questionnaire 
In this section I summarized the responses to a select group of questions in order 
to illustrate some of the more salient points from questionnaire participant responses that 
later seemed to correlate with interview participant responses. Many commonly indicated 
responses later emerged as data units in coding each interview case and re-emerged as 
common themes during cross-case analysis. These similarities can be partly accounted for 
in the fact that the interview participants were selected from the questionnaire 
respondents and represented about half of the questionnaire group. However, as stated 
earlier in this research the questionnaire itself was not intended to gather research data 
and any generalization of the questionnaire results alone should not be attempted. Instead, 
response frequency was useful as general information and the results were recorded 
within response frequency tables (see Appendix E). Questions 11 through 15 contained 
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demographic information and Question 16 invited respondents to participate in the 
interview phase of the study. 
1. Approximately how many students are enrolled in music courses per 
regular academic year at your institution? Responses indicated a gap in ranges 
between the most frequently selected category 50–100 students (n = 4), followed by 250–
300 students annually (n = 3).  I chose 150–200 enrollment category as the range used to 
provide the demarcation point from which to differentiate large student enrollment 
numbers in music courses (n < 150) from small numbers of student enrollment in music 
courses (n >/= 150). The outliers were represented with one respondent indicating less 
than 50 students enrolled per year while another respondent reported more than 500 
students enrolled in music courses at their two-year institution.  
4. In your view, music courses offered at your institution are intended to:  In 
this prompt respondents selected answers from multiple choice items. Most respondents 
agreed that the purpose of music courses at their respective institutions was to serve in 
the capacity of supporting the transfer mission (n = 12). The next most frequent response 
indicated that music courses serve as enrichment to the local community (n = 5). One 
respondent wrote, “[to] provide a more comprehensive understanding of music 
throughout the ages so that students can understand current music trends.”  Other 
explanations in this category indicated music courses were intended as “…liberal arts 
elective[s] for two-year students in various programs,” and, “…to complete a degree 
requirement for a major unrelated to music,” and for music majors, “…in preparation to 
transfer to a traditional school…” 
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5. In your opinion, your institution’s mission is: The option for multiple 
responses was also provided with this question. Respondents indicated the transfer 
mission as priority by receiving the majority consensus (n = 11) followed by the 
vocational mission (n = 9), and finally the open-access mission (n = 7). The questionnaire 
did not ask for specifics with regard to vocational specialties such as church music, 
nursing, welding, etc. One respondent indicated “all of the above” in the “other” 
category. Another respondent pointed out that his/her college only offered associate 
degrees (no certificate programs) indicating that his/her particular institution was not a 
vocational or technical college, and was most likely focused on the transfer mission. 
6. What are the most important student learning outcomes (SLO) for music 
at a two-year college? In this question respondents ranked a list of five student learning 
outcomes (with an option to write-in a sixth SLO) from unimportant (1) to very important 
(5). Responses indicated the most important student learning outcome (SLO) was choice 
four “Identifying and describing musical elements to achieve appreciation for music.” All 
thirteen respondents indicated that this SLO was either very important (n = 8) or 
important (n = 5). “Identifying functions of music in society” was selected as the next 
most important SLO evenly split between the majority responding very important (n = 5) 
to important (n = 5) and somewhat important (n = 3). The final SLO choices in this 
question focused on three choices regarding music performance or participation.  
Surprisingly, the majority of respondents marked all items dealing with making music as 
unimportant; “Participating in an ethnic or world music ensemble to achieve greater 
cultural understanding” (n = 10) and “Performing with an instrumental or vocal ensemble 
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to achieve a specific standard” (n = 10) and “Performing in an instrumental or vocal 
ensemble to achieve personal enrichment” (n = 9). One write-in comment under “other” 
indicated “Understanding western music history through a cultural perspective” 
suggesting another SLO not listed. Another comment in the same section stated “There 
are no music performance ensembles at our college.” 
7. How many courses do you teach at your institution in a semester? The 
majority (n = 8) reported teaching one or two courses each semester that may support the 
responses in Question 14 where majority of participants reported to be adjunct instructors 
(n = 10). Fortunately, two full-time instructors were among the respondents who 
volunteered to be interviewed for this study. Differences in the number of courses taught 
may be accounted for in the fact that some instructors taught courses other than music. 
For example, Religion 101 and Introduction to Biblical Studies were listed as additional 
courses taught by MGS instructors in Question 8.  
9. The text most often used for music appreciation in my classes is: The two 
most widely adopted textbooks for music appreciation were Music: An Appreciation (n = 
6) by Roger Kamien (2010) and The Enjoyment of Music (n = 4) by Machlis and 
Christine Forney (2011). 
10. In your music appreciation courses do you require any of the following? 
(please indicate according to scale: 1 = least important to 5 = most important). 
Respondents prioritized course material in terms of major assignments and assessment 
relating to SLOs for non-music majors. Results supported the majority requiring students 
to know and describe the elements of music (sub-item 6) emerged as the most important 
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item with ratings of important (n = 2) to very important (n = 9). The next three sub-items 
that were highest in the frequency counts rated from most important to important; 
listening assignments, historical facts related to composers, compositions, style periods, 
and listening quizzes. One respondent posted in the comment section of this question; 
“Building personal playlists on YouTube using elements of music, terms, and course 
concepts to describe contents.” It is worth noting that the majority again rated the act of 
performing music the least important.  
11–15. In these questions participants provided demographic information 
represented in Table 2 on the following page. 
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Table 2. 
MGS Instructor Demographics (2013). 
 
  
Q. 11  Highest Degree   
  Masters   12 
  Doctorate   1 
  
  
  
Q. 12  Academic Discipline   
  Music Education 2 
  Music Performance 4 
  Music (not-specified) 2 
  Music Theory 1 
  Music - Choral Conducting 1 
  Music - Church Music 1 
  Other - Religious Studies 1 
  
  
  
Q. 13 Teaching Experience   
  1 to 5 years   7 
  5 or more years 5 
  
  
  
Q. 14 Full-Time or Part-Time   
  Part-Time   10 
  Full-Time   2 
  
  
  
Q. 15 Physical Gender   
  Male   5 
  Female   7 
 
In the final item on the questionnaire most respondents (n = 9) indicated a 
willingness to continue providing data for the interview portion of this study. 
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Interviews  
From the questionnaire respondents, I sought to interview a variety of participants 
in order to achieve a balance between male and female instructors, full-time and part-time 
instructors, technical colleges and University of South Carolina two-year colleges, ranges 
of college teaching experience, and institutions reporting large MGS enrollment numbers 
versus those reporting small MGS enrollment numbers. I selected six participants from 
the pool who agreed to participate in the interview portion based on the following criteria 
listed below:  
1. Males (n = 2) and females (n = 4).  
2. Full-time instructors (n = 2) and part-time instructors (n = 4).  
3. Two-year technical colleges (n = 5) and University of South Carolina two-year 
colleges (n = 1).  
4. Ranges of college teaching experience (2 years to 20 years).  
5. Institutions with large numbers of student enrollment in music courses (n = 3) 
and institutions with small numbers of student enrollment in music courses (n 
= 3).  
Participants selected aliases prior to the commencement of the interviews in order 
to protect anonymity. Any institutional data from participants’ colleges is reported and 
cited anonymously from information gathered at the National Center for Education 
Statistics as follows: (“Data Center,” 2013) to further ensure participant anonymity. 
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 CASE #1 “BEATRICE” 
Beatrice elected to participate by telephone interview due to distance and 
scheduling. At the time of the interview, she was a part-time instructor at a technical 
college with large numbers of students enrolled in music courses annually. She holds two 
master degrees, one in performance and one in composition. She also teaches private 
lessons to 20 students and is an actively performing musician in the local symphony. Her 
MGS courses at the college are taught in the morning followed by private lessons in the 
afternoon. As an instrumentalist she admits that her vantage point for teaching MGS 
relies upon her own experience and that she tends to “lean towards the instrumental part 
of the repertoire.” To be more specific she went on to say that she recognizes specifics 
within a work that pertain to her instrument and can share these things with students. 
“There are certain things that I am aware of and more familiar of because of my 
background…I tend to point those things out whereas I might not point that out so much 
in, say, a vocal composition or a piano composition, just because I am not as familiar.”  
Her college is located in the upstate region of South Carolina (western area) 
reporting to serve between 6,000–7,000 students through traditional and distance learning 
programs. Full-time students account for 3,735 of the total enrollment number. Beatrice 
estimated that between 200–300 students enroll in music courses and that this number 
was divided among 4 instructors. She reported her typical course load as two classes per 
semester consisting of approximately 30 students in each class. 
Student enrollment demographics, as reported on the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System (IPEDS) website from the most recent statistics in 2010 (“Data 
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Center,” 2013) indicated the ethnic majority as Caucasian (82.9%), followed by African-
American students (9.9%) and Hispanics (3.2%). When asked to describe her students 
Beatrice’s response mirrored the college report; “predominately would be 
Caucasians…some African-American…there is occasionally some Hispanic.” (personal 
communication, June 23, 2013). Other ethnicities and mixed or other races, appeared in 
the college data, but Beatrice’s interview responses did not include further comments, 
which may indicate that students of unidentified or mixed races either could not be 
ascertained by physical characteristics or had not enrolled in her courses. Her music 
classes also seemed to reflect the physical gender division at the college in which she 
observed from her classes “probably 50/50, male/female”, and these estimate percentages 
compared favorably to the college report of 48.6% female and 51.4% male. With regard 
to student ages she stated “a vast majority of them are (at least in my class anyway)… 
kind of traditional age college students.” The most recent data available from the college 
website indicated 22.1 years of age as the average student age (“Data Center,” 2013). 
Beatrice hesitated by taking a deep breath while preparing an answer to question 
number 3 regarding student-learning goals in general music courses. Initially she 
explained that music appreciation was one of the arts electives under the humanities 
requirement and students would probably choose music as the “least heinous” course to 
satisfy that requirement. She went on to indicate her goals for students were to “listen and 
to really pay attention to what they are listening to.” Her tone became sullen as she 
concluded, “They are there usually just to get the grade, which I think is sad.” 
She reported her method of instructional delivery, “Primarily I teach face-to-
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face,” which prompted me to ask if she was teaching any online music courses. She 
replied, “Not currently, I do not…although I have wondered…I am just not sure how it 
works.” She continued by addressing her concerns about how one might conduct a 
listening quiz when playback programs such as Windows Media Player usually display 
the name and composer during playback. Since she requires students to identify the title 
and composer of a composition as part of the listening quiz an online media file that the 
displayed title during online playback would, in her words, “well, kind of defeats the 
point.” She later admitted that she was not aware of a way to conduct listening quizzes in 
an online course. I prompted her next response with an inquiry by way of suggestion as to 
what I expected students to know about a piece of music. Her response resonated a 
common theme among MGS instructors in the rest of this study, “…they have to identify 
the name of the piece, the name of the composer, the genre, and then also the period.” 
There is evidently discussion during class time about more specific elemental features 
such as sonata-allegro form (her example) but these types of details are reserved for the 
actual tests, not listening quizzes.  
The textbook used for primary content in her MGS classes is Roger Kamien’s 
Music: An Appreciation (7th edition). Beatrice indicated that because the textbook is 
required at the college she feels somewhat bound to it so that students will “get their 
money’s worth out of the book.” Since the college bookstore is no longer stocking the 
music CDs, her students are required to search online recordings from the library website 
to locate music that corresponds with the text. Regarding supplemental material she 
stated that in areas within which the text was not clear she might interject personal 
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experience in order to explain a concert program or recording, or perhaps to clarify 
matters of concert etiquette. 
Beatrice’s initial expectations of students were standard responses that one might 
hear from any other educator addressing regular attendance and appropriate listening 
behaviors.  At this point her responses led into answering the next question concerning a 
description of major assignments. She stated that pre-tests, quizzes, three major tests, a 
concert attendance requirement with a follow-up paper, and a final exam were required. 
The tests consisted of 60% listening components and 40% multiple choice on historical 
aspects that might also include some items about the elements of music. The listening 
portion consisted of five pieces of music from the listening list and students were to name 
the composer, the piece, the historical period, and three characteristics that were 
previously discussed in class about the composition. If students could provide extra 
musical information beyond the class discussion items then she awarded extra points. For 
example, “I might not have mentioned that there is a tempo increase in the B section of a 
ternary form…If they can tell me something like that I will give them extra points.” 
Question 11 serves as a reference point to the philosophical conflict between 
Reimer’s music education as aesthetic experience (1989) and Elliott’s music education as 
praxial education (1995). Beatrice seemed to examine the question for a moment but 
quickly conveyed that her classes were based on more listening than music “doing” for 
practical reasons due to time constraints and lack of student experience in music. Her 
confirmations can be found in the following comments: “If we had time in the 
semester…we could bring recorders or something…Maybe we could sing.” and “But not 
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all the kids play….A lot of kids come to me have had very little to no music experience. 
So it seems kind of impractical to have some kind of playing.” She concluded her 
response to admit “most of my class, if not all of my class, is based on listening.” 
Based on her answers regarding student learning outcomes and its impact on 
retention and /or promotion there did not appear to be much emphasis placed on these 
items at this institution – at least not in Beatrice’s music courses. End of course 
evaluations by students and the supervisor’s observations of her teaching appear to carry 
the most weight. There is no student learning assessment that factors in to her evaluation 
or retention equation. 
As stated earlier in this research, institutional missions appear to be blended at 
many community colleges. It stands to reason that instructors may not have a clear 
picture of their institutional mission and Beatrice was no exception. “Student success” 
was the first answer given when asked about the college’s mission. She emphasized that 
this had been the “mantra” at her campus but later added comments that described the 
three primary missions: transfer function (transfer), two-year degree seeking (vocational), 
and completion of a couple of courses (open access). 
One of the purposes of this study was to ascertain how instructors perceived the 
role of MGS as to whether or not these music courses seemed to be supporting the 
institutional mission. Beatrice sounded a bit unsure by responding, “I guess so.” As she 
spoke there was a change from uncertainty toward an emerging realization that since 
MGS courses were a part of the general education core and that they were transferable 
	  	   74 
then the answer must be yes – “So I would say yeah…that does indeed align with the 
goal of student success.” 
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CASE # 2 “NUGENT” 
Nugent is an adjunct instructor teaching a face-to-face MGS course, music 
appreciation, during evening hours each semester at a technical college in the midlands 
region of South Carolina. He is also a full-time teacher of instrumental music at a local 
high school. As a performance major, Nugent holds bachelor and master degrees in his 
major instrument. This particular interview was a face-to-face interview in which he 
seemed comfortable sharing his views openly with me. Adding to his educational 
background information he volunteered that he earned a professional teaching certificate 
through the Program of Alternative Certification for Educators (PACE), a South Carolina 
Department of Education special program in which anyone holding a bachelor’s degree in 
a curriculum area may apply to become a certified classroom teacher. Nugent said that he 
had completed three additional graduate courses in the field of education for the PACE 
program as well. He described himself as primarily a Classical musician performing at 
weddings, museum exhibitions, and recitals. He has also performed popular music and in 
Broadway-style musicals as pop band member, cast member, and pit musician. His 
musicianship skills also extend into vocal performance and his experience is as diverse 
performing barbershop quartet as well as in church choirs. This range of experience 
might tend to serve his students well by offering many perspectives from which to 
approach music appreciation and he seems to take full advantage, “my life experience has 
really put me into that class [music appreciation]…I just kind of use the text as an outline 
and then interject what I have learned…a lifetime of appreciation in music and trying to 
impart that to the students.” 
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Nugent reported student enrollment in his classes at the two-year college usually 
consisted of approximately 20 students from a variety of ethnicities described as 
“probably 60% Caucasian and the rest Black and just a few other minorities.” He noted 
that he taught day classes at this same institution a number of years ago and the student 
population seemed to consist of more Asian students. He then speculated that the students 
population may be made up from different groups depending upon whether or not they 
were taking day or night classes. This fact became apparent in later comments about the 
age ranges of his students; “in the evening you get the older students…half would be 
anywhere from early twenties and then into the forties, fifties.” This institution reports 
student enrollment figures at approximately 12,000 spread over four main campus 
locations (“Data Center,” 2013). 
Nugent admitted that he had not really thought about what his college students 
wanted to learn in his music appreciation class but later alluded to the probability that 
although there may be some exploratory interest in music the primary reason he thought 
students chose his course was to fulfill an elective requirement. He added, “who doesn’t 
like music of some sort?”  
The textbook for his course is The Enjoyment of Music, 11th edition (Forney & 
Machlis, 2011).  All music faculty at this particular institution use the same text. Nugent 
does not supplement the text except in the musical examples. He stated that in certain 
instances during the semester there are important forms that do not have adequate 
representation within the text so he provides some additional musical examples. “There 
may be a piece of music that I think illustrates the text better….If you have the Classical 
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period they have the two movements, the first and third of Eine Kleine Nachtmusik. I play 
the second as well because that is one of the forms…they do not have any suites that will 
complete Bach so I will usually run through bits of a Bach suite for them to illustrate 
suite movements.” When asked if he used the additional resources available at the 
publisher’s website he replied, “No…for no reason, I just haven’t…YouTube I am using 
a lot more now than I used to.” 
We continued to discuss the issue with condensing so many centuries of music 
into one semester in a single course and how that might be overwhelming and 
problematic for non-music majors. Nugent suggested that because the course has so much 
material that he would entertain dividing it into two parts, “I kind of wish there was a part 
two…even if it is the same book…there would be more preparation… but they could 
easily do a part two.” 
His general expectations for students follow the standard educator viewpoint, 
“Show up to class, pay attention, and then study.” He added that students should keep an 
open mind and try to appreciate things they hear even though they will probably not like 
everything being played. Regarding major assignments Nugent requires students to attend 
two musical performances (that count as test scores), quizzes, four tests, and an exam. 
During the summer semester (due to the limited availability of appropriate concerts) 
instead of concert reports he requires students to access the college library’s world music 
collection for material to listen to, write a report, and make a presentation. The concert 
reports may include any type or genre of music as long as it is in a location where people 
attend specifically to listen to music, for example, the local university recital hall was one 
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pre-approved location. Other locations must be instructor-approved. “If it is a venue 
which people are there seated to listen to music then that is what I am asking for.”  
My follow-up question dealt with preparatory lectures or materials that students 
might have in hand prior to attending the concert. Nugent stated “Just very brief 
questions – who was it, what did you think…I do tell them to wait a few weeks…by that 
time we will discuss different components of music…but they need to have 200 to 300 
words…Really very basic, not real specific.” Acknowledging that his students wrote two 
reports in the semester my next question strayed further from the protocols; “Do you 
notice any improvement from the first submission to the second in general?” His reply 
was “Not really.” He read their reports but admitted that he doesn’t “dig into it a whole 
lot…but I do not really notice much of an improvement.” He alluded that this condition 
was probably due to differences in student study habits – “you have good students, bad 
students, some students are going to do a book report and some students by the end of 
class are still probably not going to do it.”  
Next, I inquired about the amount of music listening versus music-doing in his 
classes (Question 11). Nugent confessed that there were no activities that involved music 
making except when students who already played instruments agreed to perform in lieu 
of writing the CD review. The class as a whole did not participate in making music. “I 
definitely think there is a place for it…I mean time can be a factor…we do a lot of 
listening and a lot of their grade is based on being able to identify pieces of music.” He 
emphasized that the listening to music and ability to identify pieces “is a pretty important 
part of the grade.” 
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Regarding accountability for outcomes Nugent indicated that pre-and post-
evaluations were not required but rather that the SLO data should be submitted each year 
in order to satisfy SACS requirements (personal communication, 2013). He suggested 
that any standardized pre- or post- evaluation design would require faculty agreement and 
that “…we are nowhere near that.” Nugent also indicated that student learning outcomes 
may not figure into his retention or promotion due in large part to the fact that he is an 
adjunct faculty member. Although this college has several sections of music appreciation 
offered and launched each semester (16) there are no full-time music faculty members.  
Nugent identified the institutional mission of this particular technical college as 
“transfer”. He continued with an example of wanting to get a new course in music 
performance approved but having to contact local universities to verify that the course 
could be accepted as transfer credit. He gained approval with the stipulation that only one 
credit would be transferable to the four-year institutions. There was no indication given 
concerning the possibility of other missions at the college. Nugent seemed confident that 
his music appreciation courses were aligned with the institutional mission (Question 14) 
by preparing them for the college experience that might be similar to one at a four-year 
institution. He said that he couldn’t verify whether specific course content would be 
relevant [to potential music major transfer students], such as within a music theory or a 
music history course, but that students were “being held accountable for attending class 
and passing the tests.” 
Nugent’s final comments expressed his satisfaction with teaching music 
appreciation and especially enjoying the autonomy he is afforded by his department 
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chairperson. “It has been a good experience for me…I am kept on my own and do 
whatever I want.” 
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CASE # 3 “CHRISTINE” 
 Christine is a full-time music instructor at a technical college in the Midlands 
region of South Carolina. She holds music education degrees at the bachelors and masters 
level with musical performance experience both as instrumentalist (on several 
instruments) and vocalist, including choral conducting. She taught in public school for 
several years and also taught private lessons on her primary instrument, piano, for 14 
years to students of all ages “from kindergarten through college.” Christine views her 
musical background as having provided her “a pretty wide perspective having played in 
high school bands, college bands, college choral groups, church choirs, [and] the private 
lessons.” She continued, “I think I have a wide background that helps me relate to most 
of the students pretty well. So I think it has helped a lot.”  
Her course load consisted of five classes per semester with enrollment numbering 
between approximately 75 to 90 students altogether representing the second highest 
music course enrollment in this study. Her teaching included all formats: traditional face-
to-face (in class), hybrid, and fully online. She described the students’ ethnicity as about 
60% African-American and 40% Caucasian, although she admitted there could be other 
ethnicities represented in her classes but probably less than one percent of “other” races. 
She classified the ages of her students into two groups; one group contained age ranges 
from high school (17–18 year olds) into early 20’s and the other group primarily between 
30–50 year olds. She did not speculate as to the reasons for this anomaly, but her 
institution serves high school students with an outreach program in which the instructors 
travel to area high schools to teach dual-enrollment courses. Christine noted the 
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socioeconomic backgrounds of her students as “Middle to lower…for the most part.” 
Her institution reported serving approximately 4,500 students in four counties with 
demographic breakdowns as follow; 68% female, 32% male; 46% black, 45% white, 9% 
other races (“Data Center,” 2013). 
 Christine indicated that students in her classes “usually had no idea or an incorrect 
idea of what they are coming in to learn.” She specifically mentioned “learning to read 
music” and “learning more about pop music” as the predominant expectations that 
students tended to convey to her about the scope of a music appreciation course. She 
confessed that her courses were primarily focused on the Western historical perspective 
of music and that student misconceptions were probably due to the title – music 
appreciation – and suggested changing the course title to “History and Appreciation of 
Music – Western Music” but added that this might need to happen at the state level.   
 The textbook she uses is The Enjoyment of Music, 11th edition (2011) by Machlis 
and Forney. Christine emphasized a sense of needing to “get through most of the 
textbook if we are going to give credit for this class.” However, she also supplements her 
instruction with examples from YouTube and personal stories that relate to the topics 
being covered. She seems to prefer to stick to the historical sequencing as provided 
within the text because in her words “I think it is meant to be in historical sequence and 
so keep it that way.” 
 Christine’s expectations for her students reflect similarity to her peers in the 
preceding interviews: 1) Read the textbook, 2) Pay attention, 3) Use the resources 
provided to help, 4) Work to the best of their ability. Some of the major assignments in 
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her class include two concert reports, tests, discussions, and playing the recorder.  My 
follow-up question regarding the topics of discussion (and not in the protocols) revealed 
that she sometimes uses cross-curricular connections to have students compare characters 
in a novel to thematic material in symphonies, “how novels and symphonies relate…You 
know, the characters have to interact and conflict and come out usually agreeing or 
whatever.” 
 Protocol question 11 required clarification because she was not certain whether it 
meant participating in the listening activity as “music doing” or not. She pondered 
kinesthetic learning theory for a moment before admitting that this sort of activity was “a 
weak point if you go on the list of hierarchy of learning things.” Later she stated her 
classes were about 90% based on listening and about 10% or less on doing. Her 
indication of “doing” was interpreted as students sorting out musical terms within a 
composition as part of a listening exam. She suggested that any music making activity is 
more important in the early grades through high school but that it might not be as relevant 
in college due to the general education function of music appreciation. “I do not 
necessarily agree with it [having students create music or “doing”] too heavily 
because…we want to give them a broad liberal arts background and the history is very 
important there.” 
 In question 12 concerning accountability Christine responded that she did not 
administer pre-tests or post-test evaluations. Her view was that even though her 
department sometimes required a periodic post-learning outcomes survey administered at 
the class level it was intended to measure student learning but students were not really 
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held accountable. Instructors are expected to “have outcomes and do our best to meet 
them and measure them” and she added that the exam and concert reports were probably 
the only way this was accomplished. At this point Christine split the meaning of the 
question from “faculty retention” toward meaning “student retention” with her statement, 
“I do feel that we [music instructors] can help students stay in school.” She felt that her 
music courses shouldn’t be the most difficult class “because I feel like these people are 
not going to be music majors.” Nonetheless music courses should be interesting enough 
to help retain students to complete their educational goals and “students need this 
broadening part of their education.” She pointed out that the coursework studied in 
technical colleges is very different than in a traditional liberal arts curriculum. “I do think 
a liberal arts perspective on things in a technical school is very important.”  
Christine identified the institutional mission at her college as “a double-edged 
mission.” As she described her view it became clear that vocational and open-access 
missions were what she meant by double-edged.  She indicated that the purpose of liberal 
arts was to “make better citizens” which could improve socioeconomic status within the 
community in her opinion. For example, she mentioned that even though music courses 
are not specifically relevant to a welding certification a student might “broaden their 
perspectives” to which she later added “can open their minds to creativity which is so 
important in the workplace.” 
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CASE # 4 “SUZIE” 
 Suzie is an adjunct instructor at a large technical college in the midlands area of 
South Carolina. She preferred a telephone interview due to time and location constraints 
with teaching day classes at a local public school (k–12) in another town that is some 
distance from her college teaching job. Suzie’s musical background is in music education 
(bachelor’s degree) supplemented by a master’s degree in choral conducting. Her major 
instrument was voice and she has taught chorus, private voice lessons, and performs 
regularly as a professional singer. “I teach from a very vocal standpoint simply because 
that is where my expertise lies. So when we get to the Classical period I don’t have the 
instrumental background to go as in-depth as I do with vocal work.” She indicated that 
some students who might otherwise struggle with instrumental works may find hearing 
lyrics as beneficial, “I also think for some of the students having words and voices to 
listen to helps them out.” 
Although Suzie teaches at the same institution as Nugent they work on different 
campus locations in different parts of the midlands area. This particular college does not 
hire full-time music instructors even though the institution reports serving approximately 
12,000 students at four campus locations (“Data Center,” 2013).  
Her class sizes at the college are between 6 to 15 students in each of the two 
sections of music appreciation courses she teaches each semester. Both of the classes she 
teaches are held in traditional face-to-face formats that meet in the evenings and consist 
of two types of students: “blue collar certificate kind of people…and the people who are 
looking to transfer.” She described the ethnicity of her students as about 50% Black and 
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50% White races with ages usually in the mid-twenties, occasionally including some 
older students. The college reported student ethnicity as 56% White, 38% Black, and 6% 
other races (“Data Center,” 2013). She speculated that the socioeconomic status overall 
was probably “low to middle [income].” Suzie admits that the students generally do not 
know what they expect to learn by taking a music appreciation course. “I’ve noticed 
every time that I’ve taught it [music appreciation] that they expect that we’re going to be 
talking about old people music and it’s not going to be that relevant.” “They really don’t 
know what they are about to learn.”  
 The music faculty at this institution uses the same textbook, The Enjoyment of 
Music, 11th edition (2011) by Machlis and Forney. Suzie has felt bound to the text to 
some extent but admits that this is probably because she has only taught a few sections 
thus far. She has begun to introduce some supplemental materials in the form of 
YouTube videos and pieces from her personal music collection for the purpose of 
demonstrating certain concepts being discussed in class. She acknowledged that she 
hasn’t felt comfortable with “picking things out quite yet” but that she has been learning 
to improve teaching strategies and to prioritize certain content each semester. “Each time 
I teach it [music appreciation] I learn more things about how I’m going to teach it and 
which things are most important.” 
 Suzie indicated that students are expected to demonstrate learning by applying the 
appropriate musical terminology when describing a piece of music. She emphasized that 
the key to this type of learning starts with developing listening skills and understanding 
the elements of music, not by simply identifying the composition. “If they hear a piece on 
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a commercial or in a movie it won’t be just “Oh that was one of our listenings”, it will be 
“That sounded like Mozart” or “It sounded like it comes from the Romantic period and I 
can tell because.” She confirmed that her instructional method followed the historical 
approach. 
 Major assignments in her class are three concert critiques, tests that include 
listening for composer/composition identification, stylistic traits, the elements of music, 
and other historical information. The concert reports must be from the “art” genre and 
cannot be contemporary music while ballet and musicals are also discouraged for the 
analysis. In extreme situations she makes exception for some students who lack 
transportation and will permit substituting a pre-selected YouTube performance in lieu of 
a live concert. Students are required to write two to three pages about the entire concert. 
Suzie stated that there are no activities in her classes that involve creating music and she 
confirmed that music activities are based 100% on listening. 
 Accountability for student learning outcomes has not been discussed with her at 
this institution. Her responses to this question (#12) focused on music appreciation as a 
liberal arts elective with no clear role within certain degree programs other than fulfilling 
general education requirements. “It really has nothing to do with what they’re going to do 
in the rest of their scholastic careers.” She alluded to the final exam as a possible means 
to assess SLOs but indicated that no pre-test or post-test was administered. Suzie agreed 
that it is likely that there are no controls in place for adjunct instructors to be held 
accountable for student learning outcomes because promotion is not very likely.  
 Her view of the institutional mission at her campus is that of a “blended” mission 
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that includes transfer missions and vocational missions. She also feels that MGS is 
aligned with the institutional mission by representing the liberal arts aspect of a “well-
rounded” education. “A well-rounded degree should have a good smattering of 
everything.”  
 Suzie concluded that she has observed her students completing her courses with a 
gain in appreciation for music because they seem to feel “better equipped to understand 
the music they hear everywhere.” When asked how students had indicated this to her she 
replied, “Through course evaluation.” 
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CASE #5 “VERONICA” 
 Veronica teaches three music courses at a small branch campus of a major 
university system in South Carolina. Her musical background is in instrumental music 
with a bachelor’s degree in music education and a master’s degree in performance. She 
acknowledged positively that she still is a performer but did not elaborate where or with 
whom. Her college is small by comparison with less than 2,000 students enrolled (“Data 
Center,” 2013) but reports serving a six-county area in the northern portion of the state. 
Two of the courses she teaches are Music Appreciation and one is Music Theory. Her 
class sizes are generally between 20–30 students.  She observes that most of these 
students are from rural areas and probably from low-income socioeconomic backgrounds. 
“I would say the majority of the students come here due to financial reasons more than 
anything. Our tuition is significantly cheaper than the four-year institutions around us.” 
This participant did not address the topic “ethnicity of her students” and perhaps for good 
reason as the college reported 779 or 43% of students as “unknown race or ethnicity” 
(“Data Center,” 2013). Before being asked about the institutional mission she 
volunteered, “Our school is an open admission school” but later in the interview added 
“Many come for financial reasons and then transfer after two years to a more traditional 
four-year school to complete their bachelors.”   
 When asked what she thought students wanted to learn in her class she hesitated, 
“How honest do you want me to be here?” Veronica suspects that student learning goals 
in music appreciation are simply to seek a high course grade. “I think when students 
enroll in Music Appreciation, especially, they think they are in for an easy A.” All of her 
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courses are taught face-to-face in the traditional classroom format. 
 Her response to question six alluded to her perspective toward understanding the 
dilemma between college-level music education for non-majors and generating 
community interest in so-called “classical” music concerts; how to balance a concert 
program for patrons with the musician’s desire to perform more challenging work that 
might not necessarily appeal to the average listener. “I’ve worked a lot with the arts 
councils in the area where I currently teach. In order to raise funds for these organizations 
and increase the local population’s interest in classical music, we have to sell tickets. As 
a result, I tend to program music that is (for the most part) tonal and ascertainable for the 
audience to understand….Given my students’ backgrounds (which is usually almost no 
exposure to classical music)…I do the same thing. I try…to focus on listening examples 
that sound a lot like cartoons or commercials that they have seen in the past ten to fifteen 
years.” 
 Regarding the textbook she uses for music appreciation, Kamien’s Music: An 
Appreciation, 9th edition (2011). Veronica prefers not to adhere strictly to every item in 
the book. “I isolated the concepts to the ones that I thought were the most important.” Her 
response became lengthy but well defined from the perspective of a seasoned teacher 
speaking passionately about effective ways of teaching her subject to this particular 
student population. “After I select portions of the text that I am going to teach, I rewrite 
those portions of the text out in outline form and give that version as lecture notes.” 
Writing her own tests she aligns the assessments with her lecture notes to provide hints 
and motivation for students to review these notes before the tests. She also supplements 
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the text with YouTube links to support the concepts. Perhaps illustrating a common 
problem in music appreciation textbooks Veronica discusses the language in these books 
as “inappropriate” for the students without a background in music. “I find the language is 
appropriate for a music major, but it is inappropriate for a non-major or students with 
severely limited musical backgrounds.” 
 Student learning outcomes for music appreciation students in her courses are 
similar to that of other instructors; describe music using appropriate terminology such as 
the elements of music, listening skills, identifying composers and compositions. 
However, Veronica considers the non-music majors basically musically illiterate and will 
allow freer descriptions from students in those classes. She provided me with a typical 
student response to describing sixteenth notes from a pre-recorded performance;  
Between the 1-minute and the 1 minute and 30 second time mark of this You 
Tube recording, I hear mostly sixteenth notes. They are the fast moving rhythm 
that we have studied in class, and they have more sounds per foot tap than any 
other rhythm that I see on the rhythm chart in my notes (personal communication, 
June 15, 2013). 
 
Veronica expects students in her music appreciation classes to be able to “apply 
the music terminology” to new pieces of music not covered in class. In her assessment 
method she will allow leeway for students who might not be completely correct in the 
employment of a term as long as they can justify it with a “good argument” as to why the 
term is applicable. Much of this is accomplished in the requirement for three separate 
“concert reports” of 500 words each. More specifically, students must correctly employ 
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25 musical terms within the concert reports. She cited the importance of students’ having 
a “solid foundation of basic oral music vocabulary” which is covered in the first unit of 
the course work. Students are not required to attend a live performance because she feels 
that many probably can’t afford to travel into the larger cities. Instead students may view 
a YouTube performance or listen on the Naxos library as long as the piece selected is not 
one from the examples in the textbook. She permits students to select the genre of the 
first concert report but the second and third reports are to be selected from the Western 
music style periods between the Middle Ages and on into the Romantic era. 
Veronica reported that no music making activities take place in her music 
appreciation classes. She stated that she performs a 15–20 mini concert each semester so 
that students might experience a “live” performance if they did not attend one during the 
concert report assignment. 
Her view of accountability is linked to student evaluations of instruction at the 
end of each semester. She suggested that due to the fact that adjuncts are not eligible for 
promotion accountability is probably not an issue. Demonstrating good practice methods 
in education, Veronica stated that she keeps student work and tests in order to conduct 
her own evaluation of instruction and to make adjustments accordingly. 
When asked what she thought the institutional mission was at her college she 
replied “I believe it’s more along the lines of exposure to culture and worldwide ideas.” 
Her response to MGS courses being aligned to the institutional mission yielded a lengthy 
explanation closer to outlining student learning outcomes such as critical thinking and 
study skills but still no specific mention of the college mission. She did indicate that in 
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her music courses she wanted students to acquire certain skills that would serve them in 
the workplace, specifically computer skills with a word processor program. “I want them 
to practice using Microsoft Word because almost every job now requires you to use the 
computer.” She mentions later that some students who desire to major in music would 
become transfer students but insisted that the bulk of her students would not transfer. Her 
final comments reiterated her desire for a music appreciation textbook that “broke things 
down into non-music major language. The language in those books is so…maybe, 
pompous. They’re talking at such a high level that it sounds like they’re talking to a 
music major…not to the audience we’re trying to teach.”  
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CASE #6 “FREDDY” 
Freddy is a full-time instructor at a small technical college in the upstate region of 
South Carolina. He teaches five sections of music courses including music appreciation, 
music fundamentals, and choir. Although one of the smaller institutions in the study this 
college had one of the highest enrollment figures in music courses with approximately 
120 students. All of Freddy’s courses are taught in the traditional face-to-face classroom 
format. He holds a bachelors degree in music industry studies and a master’s degree in 
vocal performance. He describes himself as having an appreciation of many styles and 
forms of music. “I took piano as a kid, I’ve played guitar, banjo, and bass in bands…I 
have varied tastes and I kind of like to do a little bit of everything.” He perceived his 
diverse musical experience as advantageous toward relating to his students when he 
responded to the way his musical background influences what he teaches in class. “I 
think it helps me relate…I don’t elevate any particular genre and so even in the 
choir…we did a bluegrass tune last year. I think my background musically helps me 
connect on a wider level with a diverse student population.” 
When asked to describe his students he immediately replied “They’re very 
diverse.” He explained that most are college-aged between 18–20 years of age and on a 
transfer track with a local university, but that the racial mix was probably 70% Caucasian 
and 30% “other”. His college reported approximately 6,600 students attended that were 
predominately White (81%), 11% Black, and 8% other races including Hispanic, Asian, 
two or more, and ethnicities unknown (“Data Center,” 2013). He acknowledged that he 
may also see some older returning students. Freddy postulated that most students 
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probably took his music appreciation classes to fulfill a humanities requirement. His 
supposition reflected Beatrice’s (Case #1) opinion in a similar manner but he seemed 
more optimistic with regard to students having selected music because they may already 
have an interest in it as opposed to art or philosophy.  
Freddy’s classes are all taught in the traditional face-to-face classroom although 
he does incorporate an online component such as a class page in Blackboard. The 
textbook used in his music appreciation courses is the same as the majority of MGS 
instructors’ in the current study, the brief edition of Kamien’s Music: An Appreciation, 
11th edition (2010). Freddy quickly asserted that he does not feel bound to the text but 
expressed that it is “an effective textbook” for chronology and the listening guides. He 
went on to explain that his job is “to kind of navigate them through it and to pick and 
choose some things and to weave in my own experience and my own thoughts.” 
Freddy expects his students to attend class regularly, to complete the reading, 
participate in class discussions pertaining to the material, and to integrate the musical 
concepts. He requires two concert reports from which students should demonstrate their 
ability to apply the musical concepts they hear in the performance and “to respond in an 
intelligent written way at the college level.” Students must attend one “classical” concert 
and another from any genre. The writing requirement is a one-page essay for each concert 
report describing “what they heard as an informed student of music.” Students are also 
required to write a comparison paper of two or three pages in which they are to write 
about two different versions of the same song. As expected, there are tests and a final 
exam. Even though he stated that 70% of his course is based upon listening activities 
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Freddy is the only instructor who indicated that he incorporated student performance into 
his classes 30% of the time. “I have them very often – like when we are talking about 
meter…rhythm and crescendos and some basic elements I have them become 
percussionists. When I introduce the concept of a drone I’ll have them all hum some 
notes…” 
Regarding accountability for learning outcomes Freddy stated that faculty was 
soon to be held accountable in more specific terms of “measurable outcomes”. He didn’t 
have details about the changes but indicated that each year he was required to meet with 
his department head to set some measurable goals. Additionally, student evaluations of 
instruction each semester and an annual evaluation that included a teaching observation 
from his department head also supported the accountability measurements. Freddy is not 
required to formally conduct pre-test or post-test evaluations of student learning but 
rather he conducts an informal assessment using songs he asks them to describe both at 
the start of the semester and at the end of the course. He gave no indication that he has 
seen improvements but remains optimistic that his teaching method is working. 
“hopefully by the end of the semester their language and their ability to evaluate music 
and to articulate it has improved.”  
In the next question regarding a link between student learning outcomes and 
retention or promotion he asked for further explanation. After the additional definition he 
still seemed a bit confused. “You know I believe so…I’m honestly not certain how it 
works…it’s not been explained very concretely to me.” This was also the case with 
knowing the institutional mission. He asked, “What would I say their mission is or what 
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would I say I want their mission to be?” After I explained that every two-year college has 
a stated institutional mission he echoed a common theme in which student success was 
the focus. “being sure that students have what they need to succeed as it’s defined for 
them. For many this means transferring, for some that means getting and associate’s, for 
some it means vocational training. But I feel like that really to…help the diverse group of 
students arm themselves with tools to be successful.” In other words he acknowledged a 
blended mission but prefaced it using the terminology “student success” found in the 
institution’s vision statement. In the final question Freddy said that he feels his courses 
are aligned with the institutional mission but quickly added “I think it could be more 
so…in terms of helping students be successful and have a diverse experience at 
college…my young music program actually can play quite an important role and I think it 
does set into that mission.” 
Freddy added that he often felt frustrated because he would like to do more with 
the music program for students but had experienced obstacles. “I’m often met with a lot 
of sort of institutional protocol resistance.” 
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Cross-Case Analysis 
The following tables (Table 3.1 and 3.2) illustrate a visual representation of the 
coded responses following cross-case comparisons and analysis. Abbreviations are 
explained immediately following the tables.  
Table 3.1 
Coding Response Table – Beatrice, Nugent, Christine (2013) 
Major Theme Code Beatrice Nugent Christine 
Students class size per section 30 20 15 
  sections taught 2 1 5 
  learning goals grade/credit unknown read music 
  ethnicities (C/AA) 80/20  60/40  40/60 
  ages 20's 20's 20's 
  course expectation attendance attendance read text 
  SES no answer no answer low 
Instructor's  highest degree MM  MM MMEd 
Qualification concentration area perf & comp perf choral ed 
  music ed (BA) N N Y 
  performing exp. Y Y Y 
  add’l teaching exp. blend blend blend 
  primary instruments strings strings keys/voice 
Methods of  instructor perspective instrumental instrumental blend 
Instruction textbook Kamien Machlis Machlis 
  online/classroom class class both 
  adheres to text Y Y Y 
  listening percentage 100% 100% 100% 
  creating percentage none none none 
  supplements Y Y Y 
  historical approach Y Y Y 
  contextual approach not stated not stated not stated 
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  analytical approach Y Y Y 
SLO  listening skills Y Y Y 
  musical terms Y Y 0 
  style I.D. Y Y 0 
  composer I.D. Y Y 0 
  MGS indications EOC SLO data SLO data 
Major Assign.  content tests Y Y  Y 
  listening tests Y Y Y 
  concert reports (Y/N) Y Y Y 
  concert report length not given 200–300 wds not given 
  concert report genre not given any not given 
  concert reports  1 3 2 
Accountability  awareness (Y/N) N N Y 
  retention/promotion retention retention retention 
Mission  transfer Y Y 0 
  vocational Y 0 Y 
  open-access 0 0 Y 
  blended Y 0 Y 
MGS mission aligned (Y/N) Y Y Y 
  Why/How gen ed gen ed liberal arts 
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Table 3.2 
Coding Response Table – Suzie, Veronica, Freddy (2013) 
 
Major Theme Code Suzie Veronica Freddy 
Students class size per section 12 20 to 30 20 to 30 
  sections taught 2 3 5 
  learning goals unknown easy A hum credit 
  ethnicities (C/AA) 50/50 no answer 70/30  
  ages 20's no answer 20's 
  course expectation how  to listen apply concepts 
attend 
class/read 
  SES low low  no answer 
Instructor's  highest degree MM MM MM 
Qualification concentration area conducting perf perf 
  music ed (BA) Y Y N 
  performing exp. Y Y Y 
  add’l teaching exp. blend blend not stated 
  primary instruments voice woodwinds voice 
Methods of  instructor perspective vocal instrumental blend 
Instruction textbook Kamien Kamien Kamien 
  online/classroom class class class 
  adheres to text Y N N 
  listening percentage 100% 100% 80% 
  creating percentage none none 20% 
  supplements Y Y Y 
  historical approach Y Y not stated 
  contextual approach not stated not stated not stated 
  analytical approach Y Y Y 
SLO  listening skills Y Y Y 
  musical terms 0 Y Y 
  style I.D. Y 0 0 
	  	   101 
  composer I.D. Y 0 0 
  MGS indications EOC EOC EOC 
Major Assign.  content tests Y Y Y 
  listening tests Y Y 0 
  concert reports (Y/N) Y Y Y 
  concert report length 2 to 3 pages 500 words 1 page 
  concert report genre art music variety any 
  concert reports  3 3 2 
Accountability  awareness (Y/N) N Y Y  
  retention/promotion not stated not stated not stated 
Mission  transfer Y Y Y 
  vocational Y 0 Y 
  open-access 0 Y 0 
  blended Y Y Y 
MGS mission aligned (Y/N) Y y y 
  Why/How liberal arts gen ed blended 
 
Table 3.1 and 3.2. Abbreviations: (EOC) end of course; (SLO) student learning 
outcomes; (Gen. Ed.) general education; (Major Assign.) major assignments given to 
students by the instructor. (SES) socio-economic status. 
Class sizes (per section) averaged about 21 students across the cases with ranges 
reported from 12 students per section up to 30 students per section. A follow-up 
comparison between participant responses reporting the lowest to highest enrollments in 
music courses and institutional offerings of music courses provided interesting data. The 
institution from which the lowest enrollment numbers were reported per section offered 
sixteen sections of music appreciation courses and only one applied music course while 
the institution reporting the highest music course enrollment had only nine sections of 
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music appreciation but eleven sections of applied music courses. Both of these 
institutions were technical colleges. Another interesting find was that the institution with 
lowest music course enrollments had the larger student population (n = 12,000) whereas 
the college with more music course enrollment had a much smaller institutional 
enrollment (n = 6,600). Both instructors reported the institutional missions as being the 
same; blended missions that included transfer missions and vocational missions. On a 
cursory level it might appear that non-music majors may prefer a performance-based or 
applied music course to a listening-based music appreciation course. When considering 
“rival explanations” (Yin, 2011) this finding cannot be regarded as conclusive and should 
be viewed cautiously due to several factors including but not limited to: small sample 
size, differences in the instructors’ employment status (part-time or full-time and course-
load), and music course programs or offerings. Further investigation might provide a 
more significant finding with a larger sample and it would be interesting to note music 
course enrollment comparisons between institutions focused on so-called “active 
listening” music courses (such as music appreciation) versus institutions offering more 
musical engagement activities (such as chorus, band, guitar, or music technology). All of 
these applied music courses at technical colleges may also tend to be geared toward the 
non-music major since no two-year institution in this study offered music degrees. 
MGS instructors reported a variety of answers regarding students’ learning goals 
in music courses. One participant admitted, “I hate to say it – I have not really thought 
much about that” (Nugent). Three instructors indicated that students were probably only 
enrolled in their courses to fulfill humanities credit requirements or perhaps to earn an 
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easy grade. Two instructors reported not knowing what students hoped to learn and one 
instructor felt that students misinterpreted the course description for music appreciation 
stating “Sometimes they think they are going to learn to read music. Sometimes they 
expect it [MGS] to cover more pop music” (Christine). The instructors’ expectation also 
varied between each response but the two most commonly cited themes emerged as; 1. 
Students should be able to “apply musical concepts” (n = 3), and 2. “Attendance” (n = 3). 
The two full-time instructors specifically added “reading the text” (Christine and Freddy) 
as an important expectation while none of the adjunct instructors mentioned this item. In 
the final category dealing with their student demographics one-half of the instructors 
perceived students to be from low socioeconomic backgrounds (n = 3) and the majority 
viewed student ages to be in their early 20’s (n = 5). 
Instructors’ educational background comparisons yielded interesting data 
indicating a majority held graduate degrees in performance (n = 5) but only one held a 
graduate degree in music education. However, three of six participants had undergraduate 
degrees in music education. Three instructors also listed voice as their primary instrument 
and three were instrumentalists. Primary instrument was another emergent theme 
reported as having an effect upon the instructors’ teaching perspective. Two of the faculty 
with majors in voice indicated that they were also instrumentalists, one on keyboard 
(choral major) and one on guitar. The three instrumentalists indicated that they focused 
on the instrumental perspective as an important part of their teaching method asserting 
that this was the best vantage point from which to share musical knowledge with their 
students. Two vocalists reported a blended teaching style between instruments and voice, 
	  	   104 
while one vocalist reported the vocal perspective as primary.  
Participants in this study reported the most commonly used textbooks were 
Kamien’s Music: An Appreciation, 9th edition (n = 4) and Machlis and Forney’s The 
Enjoyment of Music, 11th edition (n = 2). This information tends to support Almujarreb’s 
(2000) finding that these two particular textbooks continue to be the mostly widely used 
in music appreciation courses in South Carolina two-year colleges. An interesting note 
regarding the curricular design of music appreciation texts, as reported previously in 
Almujarreb’s study, was the finding that 71% began with music fundamentals and 
proceed chronologically, while focused on Western music and emphasizing musical 
listening (Almujarreb, 2000, p.70). Four instructors in the current study indicated strong 
inclinations toward favoring the historical approach through referencing chronological 
course sequencing. For example, “I think it is meant to be in historical sequence and so I 
keep it that way” (Christine). Despite research indicating a need for change (Hartwell, 
2009; Renfroe, 2005), this finding may call into question current MGS course design 
given that MGS curriculum and sequencing appears to have remained largely stagnant. 
The current study also supports findings in that the majority of participants (n = 5) 
reported “listening to music” as the main activity. Four out of six instructors expressed a 
need to adhere to the text and various explanations were rendered such as; “I want the 
kids to get their money’s worth out of having to buy the textbook” (Beatrice); “We do 
have an obligation to get through the textbook if we are going to give people credit for 
this class.” (Christine); “I do feel tied to the material a bit, simply because I haven’t felt 
comfortable being able to pick things out quite yet.” (Janet). These statements tie in with 
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the instructors’ use of the historical approach as reported by the same four instructors 
who felt bound to the textbook. No instructors in this study reported a contextual 
approach when teaching music appreciation. The fact that every instructor in the study 
mentioned the requirement of concert reports to demonstrate students’ ability to employ 
musical terms while listening to music would indicate that a certain percentage of the 
courses were dedicated to an analytical approach (n = 6). However, the extent to which 
each method is employed, historical or analytical, is still in question.  Identifying 
percentages of historical versus analytical delivery of course materials might be source 
information for a future study. 
Student learning outcomes emerged as four separate data units within interview 
transcripts in the areas of listening skills, employing musical terms, style period 
identification and composer identification. All participants identified listening skills as 
the most desired outcome (n = 6). In terms of frequency this item appeared to be the most 
popular outcome having been mentioned at least one time by every MGS instructor in the 
study (see Appendix G). Musical terms were indicated by five instructors with rhythm, 
form, and dynamics receiving the most frequent counts from interview transcripts.  
All MGS instructors reported using content tests (or quizzes), listening quizzes, 
and concert reports as major assignments used to assess student learning in music. Only 
one instructor reported discussions as a component of major assignments (Christine). 
Christine was also the only instructor who reported teaching online courses that might 
explain the need to assess discussions as a means to determine student learning outcomes. 
Concert reports requirements ranged from assigning only one report up to requiring three 
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reports. Surprisingly only one instructor specifically mentioned “art music” as a 
requirement for the genre of the concert report given that all participants in this study 
used texts focused on Western musical traditions (Janet). Other instructors’ requirements 
varied with some being open to different genres for each report while at least one 
instructor directed student focus progressively through three reports in contrasting genres 
as follows: 1. Popular music, 2. Medieval, Renaissance, or Baroque, 3. Classical or 
Romantic (Veronica). This particular instructor required students to employ at least 25 
musical terms that had been studied in class, “They can be from past units or it can be 
from future units as long as they can demonstrate to me that they understand what those 
terms mean to me by telling me where they think they hear those concepts in the music.”  
MGS instructors all seemed to hesitate with fully understanding the accountability 
question with one-half acknowledging that they were not aware of accountability 
measures and the other half indicating that accountability was either a portion of their 
evaluations or was upcoming in the near future. Instructors felt that accountability for 
student learning might be indicated through SLO data (n = 2) or EOC, end of course 
student evaluations (n = 4). Three instructors indicated that these data might be used by 
superiors to retain them in their current positions. One adjunct instructor stated that this 
information was not used for promotion purposes because part-time instructors could not 
be promoted. One full-time instructor indicated that the data was probably used for 
retention but this was not known for certain.  
Institutional mission awareness revealed some interesting results in that a few 
instructors stated “student success” as the primary college mission. Inspection of their 
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college mission statements found that these terms were located therein, which might 
explain the conflicting information from previous literature. After clarification, all but 
one participant named “transfer” as the primary institutional mission (n = 5).  Instructors 
added “blended” missions that became apparent with their statements included during the 
interviews to support “vocational” missions (n = 2) and “open-access” missions (n = 3).  
All participants shared the perspective that their MGS courses were aligned with 
institutional missions (n = 6). MGS instructors’ reasoning that music courses were 
aligned with missions was summed up in the following statements; “To get them to think 
critically…learn how to think analytically” (Veronica); “to make better citizens” 
(Christine); “There’s more diverse offerings so they can do more than just come get their 
training and go” (Freddy). 
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Chapter 5: Mozart for Welders? 
 
The results of this study were presented in descriptive format (Merriam, 2002) to 
represent the perceptions of Music in General Studies (MGS) instructors at two-year 
colleges in South Carolina as reported by six individual instructors during one-on-one 
interviews. I selected protocols from points of inquiry within academic scholarship from 
the field of music in general studies in two-year colleges (Renfroe, 2005) and as a result 
of my direct experience while teaching music appreciation at two-year colleges in South 
Carolina. In descriptive qualitative research the reader, through the rich narrative 
descriptions of cases, determines the generalization of the findings. Since case 
descriptions were provided in chapter 4 the concluding discussion proceeds through 
reexamination of the research questions. 
How do instructors of MGS courses describe the primary learning goals of students 
 
enrolled in MGS courses? 
 
Results indicate a lack of consensus among MGS instructors regarding learning 
goals of students in MGS courses. There was no single item that emerged as a clear 
indication from participant responses, and comments tended to relate to students seeking 
humanities credit or easy grades. The protocol question also may have taken many by 
surprise as perhaps indicated by longer pauses before responding and one instructor even 
admitting, “I hate to say it – I have not really thought much about that” (Nugent). For the 
most part MGS instructors stated that they do not know what students expect to learn in 
MGS courses. This information may raise several additional questions regarding any 
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future examination of student perceptions toward the role of MGS within particular 
degree or certificate programs. For example, Nugent suggested that students focused on 
earning technical, trades-related, or health science degrees (i.e.; licensed practical 
nursing, surgical technology, paralegal, welding, auto-mechanics) often view their 
programs as unrelated to liberal arts or humanities disciplines (personal communication, 
2013). Yet MGS instructors seemed to be resigned to notions that students probably 
thought the class would be an easy “A” while other students viewed the course as a 
necessity to satisfy humanities requirements.  
Still another explanation might exist in how instructors view student 
interpretations of MGS course descriptions. One participant in the current study 
suggested the reason that students do not know what to expect because course 
descriptions were inadequately representing music appreciation in the college catalogue 
(Christine). This reflects a similar concern alluded to by Steele (1989) in Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis; “on many campuses it is assumed that students 
understand and accept the general education program as well as its assessment, on the 
basis of brief descriptions in catalogs and courses” (p.372). However, a simple revision of 
the course descriptions in the college catalog may not be enough. Hartwell (2009) 
suggested that the MGS curricular content needs to be re-vamped for relevancy in the 
lives of students and society. Two instructors in the current study indicated that some 
students might view music as the least painful class within the humanities discipline.  
Since students were not directly consulted about their preferences during this 
study and student reasons for enrollment are unknown at this time it may be difficult to 
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speculate their intentions in selecting music courses. However, and perhaps drawing a 
parallel to Turner’s (1999) finding in Kansas community college music programs in 
which general education students “outnumber[ed] music majors by almost two to one” (p. 
86) in their enrollment for applied music lessons, the non-majors in the current study 
seemed to indicate similar preferences with regard to applied music offerings versus 
music appreciation offerings. Although the current data cannot be considered conclusive 
regarding the strength of the relationship it is interesting to note the differences in music 
course offerings and enrollments numbers.  The institution from which the lowest 
enrollment numbers in music classes were reported offered 16 sections of music 
appreciation courses and only one applied music course (Janet). Conversely, the 
institution reporting the highest music course enrollment had only nine sections of music 
appreciation but 11 sections of applied music courses (Freddy). This information may 
indicate that general education students (non-music majors) might still prefer to be active 
with MGS by performing music rather than learning about music through listening-
centered approaches. The possibilities may already exist for non-music majors to 
participate in creating music without extensive formal training such as by playing in 
“bucket” bands and using other percussion related types of instruments.  
Suggestions for future research regarding this question might be to conduct a 
direct study of student perceptions of learning goals in MGS courses. Research questions 
should specifically focus on student perceptions of MGS course content before and after 
completing the course, and perhaps even some consideration for MGS course content 
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preferences by students. Developing answers to this question should be a priority if MGS 
is to remain viable and relevant in the curriculum on any level and at every institution. 
What student learning outcomes do instructors of MGS courses identify for 
measurement in their MGS courses?  
MGS instructors in this study indicated that the most important student learning 
outcome was the ability to identify and describe musical elements within a musical 
performance. Only one of the instructors felt that having students performing music was 
an important facet of comprehending musical elements. Five instructors relied primarily 
upon students’ ability to comprehend musical elements by listening to musical works. 
This is an interesting perspective given that non-music majors may have had little, if any, 
prior exposure to formal terminology in music and probably much less still with being 
required to understand the elements of music.  
Yet all MGS instructors in the current study articulated, “Understanding musical 
elements” as the most important student learning outcome (SLO) from the list of 
outcomes provided (n = 6). This information was also supported by the initial 
questionnaire data (n = 13). By comparison Renfroe (2005) reported the same results in 
NASM accredited schools, “The primary emphasis of music appreciation instruction is 
for students to know the materials of music, including the elements, form, and general 
style characteristics of music” (p. 192). This finding indicates that MGS instructors at 
two-year colleges are informed by standard practices at accredited four-year institutions, 
but it is not clear as to whether or not textbook content and/or selection might also 
influence MGS curriculum based on NASM standards. However, based partly on data 
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gathered in the current study there may be reason to suggest that musical terminology in 
MGS texts could be too specialized and oriented toward those students who may have 
had some prior musical background (Veronica). If this is truly the case it may also be 
logical to suggest that general musical concepts may seem too abstract and difficult for 
non-majors to fully comprehend (such as the elements of music). To supplement this 
assertion and in my own experience from teaching MGS to non-music majors at two-year 
colleges, I have heard similar complaints from students on several occasions with phrases 
such as “This is a foreign language to me” or “I just don’t get it.”  
Participants in the study also indicated “listening to music” to be the primary 
means of delivery when it comes to teaching musical concepts (n = 5). This method has 
been inappropriately called “active listening” in which students attempt to identify 
elements of music as they “actively” hear them within a musical performance. In reality, 
this is most representative of “inert” learning (Fink, 2003; Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). 
Hartwell (2009) articulated MGS instructors have attempted to show benefits of 
understanding certain things about music through historical and analytical approaches 
without really learning about the joy of creating music. Active learning has been shown 
to produce student gains in retention and recall (Cherney, 2008). “Context provides very 
powerful retrieval cues” (p.154) but only one instructor employs some form of “making 
music” to reinforce musical concepts.  
Although most MGS instructors hold graduate degrees in music performance (n = 
5) engaging students in musical performance was selected as the least important SLO. 
This finding is interesting in light of the fact that instructors who were performance 
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majors seem to perceive that general music students would probably not benefit from 
engaging in musical performance. Supporting this notion is also the fact that only one 
participant indicated incorporating any music performance activity into his classroom 
(Freddy). When asked why and how he accomplishes getting students to perform music 
his response was “to demonstrate rhythm I have the students perform as percussionists.” 
This method seems to follow similar education models in which students first “acquire” 
then “make meaning” and finally “transfer” the learning (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). 
Freddy’s method closely mirrors “active learning” described by Cherney (2008) in which 
students in two studies recalled and understood more conceptual content introduced 
through “active learning” exercises rather than concepts taught via video or lecture 
materials (p. 152). The scope of the current study did not examine Freddy’s student 
learning outcomes but it is an interesting possibility to suggest as a future research topic. 
Since many general education students (non-music majors) have had little, if any, musical 
training it might be a good move in the direction of real learning to have students 
physically perform the elements of music in order to solidify musical concepts. 
According to Wiggins and McTighe (2005), “The developmental level of students will 
determine the extent to which conceptualization is appropriate” (p. 9). In other words, 
non-musicians may not have the foundational knowledge needed to comprehend musical 
concepts at the outset of undertaking MGS courses. Experienced musicians may take for 
granted the interaction of musical elements within a work but to the layman these musical 
events may seem abstract and beyond comprehension. From an historical perspective it is 
noteworthy that Lowell Mason did not propose to introduce a listening-based music 
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course into the general curriculum in 1838 but rather performance-based music making 
activities, specifically choral music (Mark & Gary, 1999).  
In summary of this question, although MGS instructors at two-year colleges are 
informed by standard practice at four-year institutions there seems to be a prevalent 
tendency toward the traditional viewpoint that understanding and describing the elements 
of music during a musical performance is paramount to student learning outcomes, if 
SLO data collection is even a requirement. The indications might further suggest that due 
to students having insufficient foundational knowledge in music the act of requiring non-
majors to apply musical terminology while listening to music could be too challenging to 
accomplish with any degree of effectiveness and virtually impossible to accurately 
measure with any confidence in the results.  
How are student learning outcomes measured in MGS courses?  
Most participants reported that student learning outcomes were determined by 
tests, quizzes, concert reports, and student end of course assessments (n = 5). Students 
were required to write concert reports as an assessment tool in determining analytical 
skills that required employing appropriate musical terminology used to describe the 
elements of music. Most instructors required students to attend at least one live concert. 
Only one instructor reported incorporating any type of pre-test and post-test assessment 
but insisted that it was not intended as a formal indicator of student success nor was it a 
requirement within the department.  
It appears that many MGS instructors do not perceive using one specific 
instrument for measuring student learning outcomes but rather tend to indicate that 
	  	   115 
outcomes are determined by student responses. Most reported that the measurement was 
conducted by administering end of course surveys given to students near the completion 
of each semester (n = 4). Only two instructors specifically mentioned the entire phrase 
“student learning outcomes” (SLO) as a portion of their response to this protocol 
question. One instructor stated that the humanities department at his college required 
instructors to subjectively assess each student based on skills acquired in understanding 
the elements of music. This particular case was unique in that the humanities department 
chair at that institution had requested music faculty to determine what the SLO would 
consist of and how the data was to be reported. According to this participant each 
instructor would assign a score ranging from one to five (lowest to highest skill level) in 
each column of each element of music for every student. After this data was collected it 
was compiled with data from other classes to determine an overall SLO effectiveness 
average for all MGS classes within the department. Although this would seem to have 
been the most organized attempt to measure SLO in music from any of the participant 
institutions there may also be reason to question the validity of data gathered in this 
manner.  
First and foremost is the fact that the construct validity of the instrument used to 
gather the SLO data cannot be readily determined in a uniform way from classroom to 
classroom. With each instructor having free reign to choose a method of SLO assessment 
any number of outcomes would become possible. For example, one instructor might have 
painstakingly developed a set of test questions that randomly appear in exams throughout 
the semester. She may be able to provide a relatively accurate snapshot of SLO in her 
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classes. Another instructor might simply be entering numbers into a spreadsheet in order 
to satisfy the chair’s requirement to provide data. In order to show instructional success 
this instructor simply enters higher numbers for each student. This is not to suggest that 
this sort of activity was the case in any instance, only that the possibility exists. No doubt 
there can be many problems in this SLO assessment design. Other major problems in this 
particular model may be the absence of pre-test and post-test assessment, questionable 
methods in reporting data, content validity of each instrument of measurement, and 
reliability of the data due to subjectivity. 
To summarize the responses to this question it seems there is again no consensus 
among MGS instructors on how to measure student learning outcomes. No MGS 
instructors in this study require a performance component to demonstrate SLO 
proficiency. While instructors seem to generally agree that the elements of music 
represent what students should know about music after taking MGS courses there is not a 
standardized method of gathering SLO data that could be considered acceptable in 
scientific terms of reliability, consistency, construct validity or content validity. To pool 
the MGS data from all of these institutions at one time requires a reliable instrument that 
will deliver more accurate results no matter where the measurement takes place. For this 
reason, and in light of the increased pressure to produce accurate SLO data at all 
institutions, it is suggested that MGS instructors come together to develop a somewhat 
flexible but reliable and consistent measurement instrument. Amongst the challenges, and 
an extension of the MGS problem, will be quick recognition of the fact that not every 
institution and not every MGS instructor teaches from the same text or the same content 
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in MGS courses. It seems quite probable that if such an instrument is ever developed then 
researchers should take into account MGS diversity and offer several versions of the 
assessment specifically geared toward measuring SLO at the individual course level and 
with results reported accordingly. 
What content (materials and textbooks) do instructors report employing in their 
MGS courses? 
MGS instructors in South Carolina two-year colleges tended to use one of two 
texts; Music: An Appreciation (9th ed.) by Roger Kamien, or The Enjoyment of Music 
(11th ed.) by Machlis and Forney. Several instructors reported supplementing their 
courses with YouTube video performances, live performances in class, and interjecting 
personal experiences into lecture materials. Renfroe (2005) expressed a concern that 
textbooks should contain enough information so that instructors would not be forced to 
rely on supplemental materials. While this seems to be a reasonable request one should 
also consider trends in educational methods. Although a history of Western music may 
seem inert at times there are always new ways to approach the challenges of teaching and 
learning, not to mention the uniqueness of each learner and each classroom, so music 
educators must remain flexible and ready to supplement as needed. New music may 
present opportunities to draw parallels toward student comprehension of musical 
concepts otherwise unheard by them when they listen to Mozart or Brahms. Supplements 
will always be an integral part of any educational model. 
The larger problem may continue to exist in MGS courses regarding content. 
Apparently the call from NASM and CMS sixteen years ago for broader based MGS 
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courses has not been on the agenda in South Carolina two-year colleges (Grandy, 1988). 
No MGS instructors in the current study reported teaching courses from other genres 
such as jazz, rock, or popular music. In fact, there were only two colleges that listed a 
class entitled “Jazz and American Popular Music” but no sections were offered during the 
semester of this current study.  In the diverse world of community colleges’ blended 
missions this may present a problem when the welding student asks “What is the 
relevancy of Mozart to welding?” 
Currently, the tendency to prioritize the importance of Western music history over 
other forms of musical expression seems to continue, at least in South Carolina two-year 
colleges. Music educators seem to recognize the significance of traditional Western 
genres by way of textbook preferences but we may be failing in our aim to increase music 
appreciation by largely ignoring the preferences of a student population struggling to see 
the connection or relevance to traditional forms of music. That is not to say Western 
music should not be taught to general music students (non-music majors) but rather 
suggests a need to diversify the curriculum to include more genres from which students 
might relate. This echoes Hartwell’s (2009) finding which supported a broader approach 
to teaching music appreciation.  
It is also interesting to note that the most widely used texts in South Carolina two-
year colleges are centered in the Western musical tradition with very little content 
relating to today’s popular music. One reason for selecting Western music course 
sequencing may be found in Christine’s extended response to protocol 8, “I think it is 
meant to be in historical sequence and so keep it that way.” This comment comes as no 
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surprise because we tend to teach in the same manner as we were taught in music school 
(Westwood, 2008, p. 83) but this tendency could lead us toward extinction in the general 
education curriculum. Music educators should strive to guide students toward a deeper 
understanding of musical experience that must exceed rote memorization of historical 
facts about music (Hartwell, 2009).  
Another potentially important finding in this portion of this study is observed in 
the delivery of the course materials from the perspective of an instructor’s major 
instrument. Four participants who indicated only one primary instrument as their major 
instrument in their respective performance degrees also indicated that they tended to 
teach MGS from the perspective of their instrument such as flute, guitar, or voice; “I 
teach from a very vocal standpoint simply because that is where my expertise lies” 
(Suzie). The two instructors who reported having performance experience on multiple 
instruments both felt as though their diverse backgrounds helped students to relate to 
comprehending materials within their courses; “I think it helps me relate…I don’t elevate 
any particular genre and so even in choir we did a bluegrass tune last year…my diverse 
background musically helps me connect on a wider level with a diverse student 
population” (Freddy). 
Given the nature of two-year colleges’ blended missions to meet the needs of 
diverse student populations it seems inevitable that MGS instructors should consider 
broader perspectives when it comes to selecting course materials and delivery methods. I 
also suggest that future research should consider an investigation of SLO data in MGS 
courses as it pertains to content delivery methods. Even though resourceful instructors 
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seem to proficiently demonstrate content by identification with their primary instruments 
there could be cause for concern that focus in MGS course may be narrowed when 
compared to instructors who deliver content by performing on several instruments. This 
suggestion is in consideration of Freddy’s response to the way his musical background 
influences what he teaches in class. “I think it helps me relate…I don’t elevate any 
particular genre and so even in the choir…we did a bluegrass tune last year. I think my 
background musically helps me connect on a wider level with a diverse student 
population.” 
How do instructors of MGS courses perceive the purpose of MGS within the 
institutional mission of their respective colleges? 
MGS instructors in this study tended to view the purpose of music in general 
studies as mostly utilitarian contributing to the liberal arts function within the transfer 
mission (n = 5). These transfer students are not likely to be music majors judging by the 
fact that no colleges in this study offered music certificates or degrees which could serve 
as the foundation coursework required for a four year degree in music. Veronica summed 
it up “For the music classes I believe it’s more along the lines of exposure to culture and 
worldwide ideas…that’s what it’s listed as in the required courses for all of the majors.” 
MGS courses seem unintended toward skill development in music but rather to fulfill 
humanities credits toward degrees in areas other than music; “Most of them are just there 
[in music courses] because they think it is the least heinous of the Humanities 
requirements” (Beatrice). There were no indications by MGS instructors that their 
programs were fulfilling vocational missions in music such as certificates in church 
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music, music technology, or music production activities such as “live” mix sound 
engineering or studio recording skills. MGS instructors in two-year colleges in South 
Carolina seem to accept that music in their respective institutions is not a primary 
academic discipline and no colleges in this study were reported to offer a certificate or 
two-year degree in music.  
Under the umbrella of the general education requirement, MGS courses in two-
year colleges seem to exist in a semi-concealed condition serving primarily utilitarian and 
secondary functions within the curriculum. This is a cause for concern if MGS is to 
remain viable to students and faculty. Judging from faculty perceptions of the MGS role 
within institutional missions there seems to be general consensus that the course is taken 
for transfer credit to other institutions. All participants tended to agree that MGS courses 
were not designed for skill development in music. 
  
Recommendations For Future Research 
Student perceptions. Suggestions for future research regarding student learning 
outcomes might be to conduct a study of student perceptions of learning outcomes in 
MGS courses. Research questions should specifically focus on student perceptions of 
MGS course content before/after completing the course, and perhaps even some 
consideration for MGS course content preferences by students. Developing answers to 
this question should be a priority if MGS is to remain viable and relevant in the 
curriculum on any level and at every institution.  
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Measuring SLO in MGS courses. Given there appears to be no consensus 
method for assessing SLO in MGS at two-year colleges, one suggestion is to continue to 
study ways in which outcomes can be measured effectively while considering the role of 
MGS for non-music majors. Although MGS instructors at two-year colleges are informed 
by standard practice at four-year institutions there seems to be a prevailing sense of 
maintaining status quo when it comes to student learning outcomes. As musicians we 
may take for granted that the elements of music have always served as the foundation of 
our musical development and the keys to our musical growth. As teachers we must 
recognize that the non-music majors may not have had the advantages of our own 
musical foundations and what we teach them in MGS courses should be where we set the 
cornerstone in their musical growth. MGS instructors should consider adding an easy 
performance component to their courses such as “bucket” drums. Another suggestion is 
to require students to purchase a soprano recorder, or to make a useable instrument, and 
to spend a just ten minutes during each class sightreading and performing together, 
perhaps just a few notes over three or four weeks. We, as musicians, learned about the 
elements of music and how to describe them by performing music regularly but we seem 
to expect non-music majors to simply comprehend by listening while neglecting the 
“active learning” component of the equation. For this reason MGS courses in which 
measuring comprehension of the elements of music as the primary benchmark for student 
learning outcomes could prove to be flawed on many levels. MGS educators at all levels 
must find ways to engage students in general music in order to foster a sense of creativity 
in musical presentation that encourages originality and artistic expression. Only then will 
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we open their ears toward the relevancy of music across all domains and illustrate the 
significance of musical elements across all genres.  
Defining elements of music in layman’s terms. Performing musicians are likely 
to be afforded more opportunities to recognize experiencing musical elements and to 
express them in terms that eventually become second nature through repetition and time. 
Non-musicians may also be cognizant of the sounds heard in everyday life as some form 
of music but may tend to view musical elements and terminology as abstract ideas and 
foreign terms that require learning a new language based in rearranging the way they hear 
music. Perhaps some students view this as impossible (many have expressed this directly 
to me) and, judging from many final exam scores in classes I have taught, they may be 
right. It seems a bit unreasonable to expect the general education student to develop in 
one semester a significant vocabulary of musical terms that musicians often take years to 
develop. Musicians learn these terms by performing music and experiencing musical 
concepts through “active learning” exercises that transform seemingly abstract concepts 
(musical elements) into concrete understanding demonstrated by the regular use of 
appropriate terminology to describe music. Non-music majors can become confused with 
what MGS instructors may take for granted and abstract musical terminology becomes 
frustrating to general education students. So they may ask, “What does music have to do 
with my major and why should I take it?” MGS instructors might do well to ask 
themselves “What does the general education student really need to know about music in 
order to develop an appreciation for music?” One participant offered a very good 
approach to demonstrating the relevance of music appreciation in daily lives in Chapter 3 
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by having students develop a YouTube listening guide. Or, if a music technology 
component is available students could record the sounds of everyday life around them, an 
environmental recording, to discuss their interpretations of the elements of music within 
the sound file. 
Experimental designs to study concept retention. Another research topic 
should be aimed toward developing innovative ways to teach musical concepts to non-
music majors for improved learning retention. If understanding the musical elements and 
being able to apply the appropriate terminology while listening to a piece of music is the 
most essential student learning outcome then identifying ways to teach those concepts 
more effectively should be a priority.  Perhaps to conduct an experiment examining 
musical concept retention in non-music majors receiving a block of applied music 
training on an instrument (such as ukuleles, percussion instruments, buckets, recorders, 
homemade instruments, or in-class rock bands) versus another group that does not 
receive the applied music treatment over the course of one semester – the typical duration 
of a music appreciation course. Finally, regarding students in MGS courses purporting to 
take the class for transfer credit, suggestions for future research should include an 
examination of declared transfer students enrolled in MGS courses in order to determine 
how many students actually transfer and what impact this may have on MGS programs.  
Identifying student needs in MGS courses. Reflecting on my original thoughts 
articulated from the beginning of this study it would seem that the answers to my basic 
questions may be rooted more in utilitarian functions of general education courses. For 
example, “Why do students enroll for this course?” appears to be best answered by 
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students’ need for humanities credit. Another plausible answer may be tied to Veronica’s 
response “…they think they are in for an easy A. Just sit inside a class, listen to music 
and you automatically get an A.” At least one participant stated that a few students had 
expressed a desire to learn more about music while still others wanted to learn to read 
music or play an instrument. Since the students themselves were not direct participants in 
the study it is impossible to ascertain the true intentions of students. But the results of this 
study tend to demonstrate some important factors with which every music educator 
should concern him/herself. If we do not know what students expect to learn in MGS 
courses then we cannot hope to accurately determine our students’ baseline 
developmental levels in music and much less stake claims to achieving desired student 
learning outcomes. Furthermore, just as a ‘one size fits all’ evaluation strategy does not 
appear to work for community colleges in general (Gill & Leigh, 2007) the same policy 
may apply within MGS curriculum when attempting to determine and measure student 
learning outcomes.   
Mission alignment. Music in general studies (MGS) at two-year colleges in 
South Carolina seems to be a an extension of findings from Tennessee community 
colleges in which a previous study showed music programs were fulfilling a role within 
the general education curriculum under a humanities division (Kesling, 1982). South 
Carolina two-year colleges may also appear to be mirroring another finding by Kesling 
that indicated success in MGS determined by offering an array of music courses. The 
current study indicates, if only slightly, a similarity to Kesling’s in that the highest music 
course enrollments reported overall were at one institution from which a variety of music 
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courses were offered to non-music majors. Sadly, the contraindication is that this study 
supports Powe (2010) who suggests that opportunities for personal enrichment in music 
courses such as private lessons and ensemble performance are indeed diminishing. This 
stands to reason considering MGS instructors in South Carolina also tend to share the 
view that MGS courses are aligned with institutional missions that are primarily transfer 
and vocational. The absence of responses identifying a vocational mission for music was 
a strong indication to support the fact that vocational music programs do not currently 
exist at any of the institutions in the study. This research mimics studies from other states 
finding that there are no vocational music program offerings at most two-year colleges 
and tends to strengthen earlier findings by concurring with Benson (1994) in five 
community colleges (Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, Texas) and Powe (2010) 
reporting the same condition in Alabama community colleges. Only one instructor 
mentioned an open-access mission that could likely provide additional musical 
opportunities for non-music majors, but after investigating course offerings at that 
particular institution there were only two types of MGS courses offered; music 
appreciation and music fundamentals. Instructor responses indicate that these facts point 
toward the only logical conclusion and purpose of music in two-year colleges in South 
Carolina and that is the transfer function. The transfer mission refers to students who plan 
to later attend four-year institutions seeking four-year degrees in any academic discipline. 
However, due to a lack of music course offerings at most of the institutions in the current 
study it is highly unlikely that students from South Carolina two-year colleges would be 
qualified to transfer into music programs without some sort of remediation. Powe (2010) 
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reported the same conditions existed in Alabama with transfer programs at two-year 
institutions not meeting the needs of music majors. 
Diversifying MGS content and delivery methods. Another area that might be 
addressed is music curriculum diversification. Most MGS instructors preferred to utilize 
textbooks that follow traditional Western European music examples including historical 
approaches to course sequencing and a listening component of representative musical 
works. Although prior research is inconclusive on the topic a brief view of contrasting 
findings warrant further investigation. Halpern (1992) supported the historical approach 
as the most effective but Gordon (1996) indicated results of decreased scores from pre-
test to post-test in the historical delivery method. It seems that in South Carolina two-year 
colleges the historical method is also preferred. More research is needed at the tertiary 
level regarding the most effective instructional delivery methods in MGS courses.  
MGS instructors expect students to “actively” listen to unfamiliar music while 
being able to correctly identify musical characteristics and employ appropriate 
terminology. However, there again appears to be no consensus requiring students to 
describe how the elements of music interact during the performance of a musical 
composition. With students in general education, non-music majors, this could present a 
problem in terms of comprehending musical concepts. Musical terms and expressions, 
especially in a foreign language, may appear abstract and unrecognizable to the non-
musician (Veronica). Opportunities to grasp these concepts are rare and limited when one 
considers the predominance of an “inert” learning model based on so-called “active 
listening”. When students are afforded the opportunity to perform music the physical act 
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of making music may shift the experience into “transferable” learning that might better 
serve their understanding (Hartwell, 2009). 
Identifying relevant MGS courses for two-year colleges. Another potential 
issue for MGS at two-year colleges could be semantic. Institutions offering music 
degrees may have a tendency to define MGS courses as distinctly different from other 
music courses such as applied music courses, ear-training or music theory. This may be 
problematic for the two-year college (Christine). For example, MGS courses are typically 
considered to be music courses for non-music majors while specialized music courses 
such as ear-training, music theory, ensemble, and applied lessons tend to be geared 
toward the music major or minor. Since two-year colleges in the current study do not 
offer music degrees it would be reasonable to presume that the vast majority of students 
taking music courses also would not be music majors. Any music course offered at one of 
these institutions should perhaps be considered MGS because music courses at two-year 
colleges may only apply to fulfilling either elective credit or humanities requirements. 
While considering the possibility that a few music major transfer students might be 
attending community colleges other research has shown that transfer rates from two-year 
colleges to four-year institutions rarely, if ever, exceed thirty-three percent (Townsend & 
Wilson, 2006). Furthermore, it is also apparent that music majors cannot satisfy major 
coursework at community colleges in light of scant music course offerings (see Table 1). 
From another perspective this could be a result of the complications involved in 
demonstrating music program effectiveness in light of blended missions at most two-year 
colleges. At four-year institutions where students have the opportunity to earn music 
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degrees the distinction between major courses and courses for non-majors is much 
clearer. Another challenge for MGS in the two-year college may well be to find and 
maintain relevance across a variety of diverse curriculum. One suggestion might be to 
encourage the development of music technology programs at technical colleges that may 
lead to certifications in the latest music recording platforms such as Pro Tools 11 Music 
Production software. 
MGS instructors as music generalists. MGS instructors are highly qualified (all 
participants hold masters degrees) within their respective fields of music; however, 
additional questions arise regarding a potential need for support or more specialized 
training designed to broaden the teaching perspectives in MGS courses. MGS courses 
may attempt to instill an “appreciation” of music in a broad sense through many genres 
and style periods but teaching methodologies that are centered around a specialization on 
one genre may be too narrowly focused. The current study indicates a need toward 
analyzing MGS course delivery methods as they relate to assessing and achieving desired 
student learning outcomes. Another possibility to counter the incongruence between 
teacher and student expectations may reside in a need to train music “generalists” in 
music education teacher programs. This training would not only include music education 
majors but could also include undergraduate and graduate coursework for any musician 
who might envision themselves teaching at community or four-year colleges. Music 
generalists might receive a more diverse coursework plan in music degrees that should 
require mastery of teaching strategies applied across many music genres, cultural 
diversifications, and style periods. Hartwell (2009) suggested similar types of changes 
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within instructional design for students. The current study tends to support the need for 
additional research into investigating differences in the ways MGS instructors present 
their course materials, especially for non-music majors, from “listening-based” 
instructional methods to musical engagement activities. There may be reason to believe 
(cautiously based on the comparison of higher enrollment numbers at institutions offering 
more performance classes in this study) that there is enough probable cause to encourage 
offering more applied music activities and/or coursework in music for non-majors with 
the possibility of additional benefit toward bolstering numbers in other music courses. 
Sadly, only one instructor reported some students may seek a more musically specific 
outcome; “Sometimes they think they are going to learn to read music. Sometimes they 
expect it [MGS] to cover more pop music” (Christine).  
 
Conclusion 
In his most recent state of the union address United States President Barack 
Obama drew national attention to the important role of two-year colleges by proposing 
free tuition at those institutions (Obama, 2015). While his requests may seem to be a 
milestone for community college funding, the current research indicates that music 
programs, if such programs even exist in two-year colleges, consist primarily of only a 
few courses in music appreciation and fundamentals – and MGS is in dire need of 
revitalization. It would appear that there has never been a better time to take action to 
improve music offerings for our students. Although there may be no guarantee that MGS 
could secure additional funding as a result of Obama’s request it does seem likely that 
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purse strings could be loosened a bit in the meantime. The real questions now become 
“what role will music in general studies play in two-year colleges during the 21st 
century?” and “how will music instructors demonstrate student learning outcomes that 
support the institutional mission?” If we cannot answer these questions to administrators 
and accrediting agencies then how will MGS survive at these institutions? It is apparent 
that music has not only taken a back seat in two-year colleges in South Carolina and in 
other states, but the writing is on the wall and we must find ways to demonstrate 
relevance when it comes to educating the non-musician about music. Although MGS 
instructors perceive that their courses meet institutional missions under the general 
education umbrella there is no indication of growth toward establishing a foothold for 
continuing music courses, much less to expand and diversify the MGS curriculum. Of 
course, music instructors cannot be held one hundred percent accountable for the 
oversight. There can be no doubt that the supply and demand equation dictates the 
funding for music programs but the pressure is growing for MGS instructors to 
demonstrate relevancy beyond general studies in order to remain viable within the 
general education curriculum. Furthermore, the MGS course content and perhaps current 
methods of instructional delivery must be updated in order to produce SLO data that is 
both reliable and valid. From the results of this study it seems apparent that research in 
MGS conducted in past years has had little impact upon the MGS community in South 
Carolina. For example, the call to diversify MGS course offerings by CMS and NASM as 
presented in Grandy’s study (1988) has had 26 years to mature but appears to be largely 
unheard in South Carolina two-year institutions. Hartwell’s (2009) more recent 
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recommendations on music course design to promote “transferable learning” (applied to a 
variety of situations) rather than “inert learning” (fact-based) the suggestion to reform 
MGS teaching methods has been either reinterpreted or ignored (p. 146). Evidence of this 
can be seen in at least three examples from the current study: 1) the most widely used 
texts are still the top two identified 15 years ago in Almujarreb’s study (2000) Music: An 
Appreciation by Roger Kamien, currently in ninth edition, and The Enjoyment of Music 
by Kristine Forney and Joseph Machlis, now in its eleventh edition; 2) Most MGS 
instructors in the current study indicated that they felt bound to the text (n = 4), an 
historical presentation of primarily Western European music; 3) All MGS instructors 
reported administering tests and quizzes that measure historical facts about music and 
musicians (inert learning). Furthermore, the fact that the aforementioned texts still 
predominate MGS course content is evidence that we are living in the past when it comes 
to instructional design.  
One can only wonder as to the reason for the disconnect between research 
findings and teaching practice in MGS courses but it is certain that research results in 
music education are not reaching many MGS instructors in SC community colleges. 
However, the intent here is not to assign blame, but rather to inspire hope that music 
education researchers can find ways to improve the communication channels between 
research findings and instructors in the field. It would probably not be too far from the 
truth to expect to see the same situation in other states. In order to better serve our 
students, our institutional missions, our communities, and the well being of Music in 
General Studies at every level, perhaps a newer, more efficient way of distributing 
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current research findings to classroom music teachers is in order. In this age of 
information we may be better off with a mobile application or website group that tracks 
all music research from which the dissemination of research findings, trends, and 
innovation might reach a wider audience in real time.  
As I ponder the role of Music in General Studies in two-year colleges I can’t help 
but to question the vision that administrators and instructors must see for music courses 
in the future. The subtext of this study tends to indicate that MGS instructors are not 
completely confident in their understanding of music’s role in fulfilling the institutional 
mission. However, amongst these same instructors there seems to exist an honest effort to 
determine student learning outcomes in MGS courses and this motivation could become 
the catalyst for initiating a process of developing more diverse MGS curricula that will 
provide opportunities for more accurate assessment of SLOs. Hartwell (2009) recognized 
the need for urgent change in MGS course curricula due to our rapidly evolving and 
diverse demographic in this country (p.150). While Western music traditions are 
important and shouldn’t be excluded altogether it is becoming clear that general 
education students, for the most part, are not getting the information we deem important 
from a musician’s perspective, and yet they still seem to be appreciating their own music. 
I propose that this problem is most likely two-fold as alluded to in the current study. First, 
MGS instructors perceived that students do not know what they expect to learn in MGS 
courses. One instructor in the study suggested course catalogue descriptions may not 
contain enough specific information about MGS course offerings (Christine). My second 
point is based on personal observations of students in MGS classrooms over a period of 
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approximately seven years; general education students may develop negative 
preconceptions about MGS before the class even starts and may decide early on whether 
or not they will succeed or fail. For example, and in many instances, students have 
approached me on the first day of class saying “I just don’t understand music” or “I’m 
worried about my grade in this class”. It would appear that these types of students had 
built a wall between themselves and the learning even before the first period of 
instruction. Music educators, especially in two-year colleges, must seize the opportunity 
to find the point of disconnect and to repair it in order to address the musical needs of 
locally shifting demographics and to remain relevant within institutional missions. Music 
enjoys a particular advantage in bringing people together and music educators are in a 
unique position to demonstrate the ways in which everyone may take part. Additionally, I 
suggest an urgency to diversify MGS content and delivery methods to address our rapid 
cultural amalgamations and the global implications of teaching multi-cultural music and 
music learning. On a positive note two instructors in the current study indicated 
modifying the MGS curriculum to offer more diverse MGS coursework (Freddy and 
Veronica), but this is not enough. The effort to make an impact for change will need to 
happen at all levels. In South Carolina this may prove to be a slower process for MGS 
instructors in technical colleges due to the state requirement to submit courses to the SC 
Technical College System for approval. Considering the many times that I have heard 
students say that they just don’t get it when it comes to analyzing music using the 
elements I question the relevancy requiring the general education student to memorize 
what they may view as abstract musical terms and challenge the effectiveness of long 
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term retention in music concepts of any non-music major who has “aced” music 
appreciation. Accompanying these curricular adjustments will no doubt bring more 
questions about MGS coursework – how can non-music major students effectively 
demonstrate musical learning, or music appreciation? Shall we continue to boil it down to 
understanding and using the elements of music to describe a musical performance? Or is 
there a better way? I think so. 
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APPENDIX A 
Email – Request Permission To Contact Faculty 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
My name is Jason Sprankle, and I am conducting dissertation research at Boston 
University on faculty perceptions of teaching Music in General Studies courses at two-
year colleges in South Carolina. 
I am seeking your permission to contact music faculty at your institution for assistance in 
completing a short questionnaire on the research topic. The survey should take less than 
15 minutes to complete. The only information I will need on your faculty is an email 
address. 
In research documents, and in subsequent presentations of this research, I will present 
aggregate data only. No identifiers of instructors or institutions will be included. The 
final questionnaire item is a request for permission to contact the respondent for a follow-
up interview; however, responding to the questionnaire does not obligate the faculty 
member to participate further in interviews.  
Should you wish, I can send you further information about the study before you make a 
decision to allow your faculty’s participation. Please contact me at (803) 348-2300 or e-
mail spranklejb@cctech.edu. 
Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. 
Sincerely, 
Jason B. Sprankle, MMEd 
Boston University Doctoral Candidate 
spranklejb@cctech.edu 
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APPENDIX B 
Pre-Questionnaire Notification Email 
 
Dear _________, 
 
You were selected as a prospective respondent to a short questionnaire about teaching 
Music in General Studies courses at two-year colleges in South Carolina. Your college 
administrator has given permission to contact you by email, and in a few days you will 
receive a link to that questionnaire. Your participation is completely voluntary and you 
may stop at any time. There is no obligation nor penalty should you decide not to 
participate in the study. 
 
The data obtained from survey respondents will be used in a doctoral dissertation by 
Boston University Doctor of Musical Arts candidate Jason Blake Sprankle. The link sent 
to you can only be used once, and information you submit cannot be traced back to you 
unless you choose to identify yourself. All responses will be kept confidential and 
participants are guaranteed anonymity. The questionnaire should take less than 15 
minutes to complete 16 questions. 
 
The final item on the questionnaire invites you to participate further in this research 
through a follow-up interview.  Completion of the questionnaire does not obligate you to 
participate further, but your consideration is appreciated.  
 
Should you wish to have further information about the study before making a decision 
about your participation, please contact the researcher at (803) 348-2300 or e-mail 
spranklejb@cctech.edu . Or contact Dr. Jeremy S. Lane, advisor, at (803) 777-1501 or 
email jlane@mozart.sc.edu . You may obtain further information about your rights as a 
research subject by calling the BU CRC IRB Office at 617-358-6115. 
 
 
Thank you for your time and support of this research, 
 
Jason B. Sprankle, MMEd 
Boston University Doctoral Candidate 
spranklejb@cctech.edu 
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APPENDIX C 
Invitation to Complete Questionnaire:  
Faculty Perceptions of Music in General Studies at Two-Year Colleges in South 
Carolina 
Instructions: 
My name is Jason Sprankle, and I am conducting dissertation research on faculty 
perceptions of music in general studies at two-year colleges in South Carolina.  
Your institution has granted permission to contact you with this questionnaire because 
you are an instructor of a music course. Your participation is voluntary.  
If you agree to participate your responses will be maintained separately and 
confidentially. No identifiers of instructors or institutions will be included. By submitting 
responses you are granting consent to participate in this portion of the study.  
You may skip any questions that seem unclear or uncomfortable to answer. You may stop 
at any time. In research documents, and in subsequent presentations of this research, I 
will present aggregate data only.  
The final item is a request for your participation in a brief follow-up interview. You are 
not required to participate further. If you agree to participate in the interview phase, and 
after you complete the survey by submitting your responses and exiting the Qualtrics web 
page, please submit your contact information directly to the principal investigator, Jason 
B. Sprankle at spranklejb@cctech.edu . 
Your answers to the following questions will assist me with knowing more about music 
courses offered at two year colleges in South Carolina. Please address each item to the 
best of your ability. This questionnaire should take less than 15 minutes of your time to 
complete the 16 questions. 
 
Please select this link to begin:_____________@Qualtrics 
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APPENDIX D 
Questionnaire 
Faculty Perceptions of Music in General Studies at Two-Year Colleges in South 
Carolina 
1. Approximately how many students are currently enrolled in music courses at your 
institution? (select one)  
m Less than 50 (1) 
m 50–100 (2) 
m 100–150 (3) 
m 150–200 (4) 
m 200–250 (5) 
m 250–300 (6) 
m 300–350 (7) 
m 350–400 (8) 
m 400–450 (9) 
m 450–500 (10) 
m More than 500 (11) 
2. How many instructors teach music at your institution? (select one) 
m 1 (1) 
m 2–3 (2) 
m 3–5 (3) 
m 5–10 (4) 
m More than 10 (5) 
3. How does your institution offer music courses? (select one) 
m We do not offer music credit courses (1) 
m We offer music as elective credit under general studies (2) 
m We offer music as required credit under general studies (3) 
m Other (please explain) (4) ____________________ 
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4. In your view, music courses are offered at your institution: (select all that apply) 
q As enrichment for the local community (1) 
q As liberal arts credit for those students who wish to transfer (2) 
q As vocational training (3) 
q As a core course for those who wish to pursue a 4-year music degree (4) 
q Other (please explain) (5) ____________________ 
 
5. In your opinion, your institution's mission is: (select all that apply) 
m Open access for all citizens in the local community (1) 
m Transfer, enabling students to attend a 4-year college (2) 
m Vocational, providing relevant skills for the workplace (3) 
m Other (please explain) (4) ____________________ 
 
(Please Continue to Next Page) 
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6. What are the most important student learning outcomes for music at a two-year 
college? (rate each) 
 Not 
important 
(1) 
less 
important 
(2) 
important 
(3) 
more 
important 
(4) 
most 
important 
(5) 
Performing in 
an 
instrumental 
or vocal 
ensemble to 
achieve 
personal 
enrichment 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Performing 
on an 
instrument or 
voice to 
achieve a 
specified 
performance 
standard (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Participating 
in an ethnic 
or world 
music 
ensemble to 
achieve 
cultural 
understanding 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Identifying 
and 
describing 
elements of 
music to 
achieve 
music 
appreciation 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Identifying m  m  m  m  m  
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and 
describing 
functional 
elements of 
music, such 
as meter, 
tonality, 
pitches, and 
rhythms to 
achieve 
music literacy 
(5) 
 
 
7. How many courses do you teach at your institution each semester? (select one) 
m 1 (1) 
m 2–3 (2) 
m 3–5 (3) 
m More than 5 (4) 
 
8. What are the titles of those courses? (write in) 
 
If you listed a music appreciation-type course for item 8, please complete items 9 and 10. 
Otherwise, skip to item 11. 
9. The text most often used for music appreciation in my classes is: (select one) 
m The Enjoyment of Music by Joseph Machlis and Kristine Forney (1) 
m Listen to This by Mark Bonds (2) 
m Music: An Appreciation by Roger Kamien (3) 
m Music Listening Today by Charles Hoffer (4) 
m Music: The Art of Listening by Jean Ferris (5) 
m Other (please list) (6) ____________________ 
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10. In your music appreciation courses, which of the following do you require? (select all 
that apply) 
q Concert attendance and reports (1) 
q Identifying elements of music (2) 
q Listening assignments (3) 
q "Drop the needle" listening assessments (4) 
q Historical background knowledge of specific musical works (5) 
q Cultural knowledge of specific musical styles (6) 
q Other (please explain) (7) ____________________ 
11. What is the highest degree you have attained? (select one) 
m Bachelor's degree (1) 
m Master's degree (2) 
m Doctoral degree (3) 
12. In what field did you attain your highest degree? (write in) 
13. For how many years have you been teaching music at a two-year college? 
m 1–2 years (1) 
m 3–5 years (2) 
m 5–10 years (3) 
m More than 10 years (4) 
14. What is your employment status at your current institution? 
m Full-time faculty (1) 
m Part-time faculty (2) 
m Intermittent contract faculty (3) 
m Independent contractor (4) 
15. Which best describes you? 
m Male 
m Female 
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16. Would you be willing to participate in a brief follow-up interview? 
m Yes 
m No 
 
If yes,  please complete this survey by submitting your responses, close your web 
browser to maintain anonymity of your survey responses, and compose a separate email 
to submit your name, email address and phone number indicating your willingness to be 
interviewed for this study by the primary investigator, Jason B. Sprankle, by email 
spranklejb@cctech.edu  or by phone (803) 348-2300. 
Thank you for your participation. 
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Appendix E 
 Questionnaire Response Tables  
(by question number) 
 
1.  Approximately how many students are enrolled in music courses per regular 
academic year at your institution? (Fall & Spring only) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 less than 50   
 
1 8% 
2 50–100   
 
4 33% 
3 100–150   
 
1 8% 
4 150–200  
 
0 0% 
5 200–250   
 
1 8% 
6 250–300   
 
3 25% 
7 300–350   
 
1 8% 
8 350–400  
 
0 0% 
9 400–450  
 
0 0% 
10 450–500  
 
0 0% 
11 more than 500    1 8% 
 Total  12 100% 
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2.  How many music instructors are currently teaching music courses at your 
institution?  
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 1   
 
2 15% 
2 2–3   
 
6 46% 
3 3–5   
 
5 38% 
4 5–10  
 
0 0% 
5 more than 10   0 0% 
 Total  13 100% 
 
3.  How does your institution offer music courses? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
We do not 
offer music 
courses. 
 
 
0 0% 
2 
We offer 
music 
courses as an 
elective 
under general 
studies. 
  
 
11 85% 
3 
We offer 
music 
courses as a 
requirement 
under general 
studies. 
  
 
1 8% 
4 Other (please explain)    1 8% 
 Total  13 100% 
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4.  In your view, music courses are offered at your institution are intended to: 
(check all that apply) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
serve as 
enrichment 
to the local 
community. 
  
 
5 38% 
2 
provide 
liberal arts 
credit for 
transfer 
students. 
  
 
12 92% 
3 
provide 
vocational 
training. 
 
 
0 0% 
4 
serve as a 
core course 
for students 
who wish to 
seek four-
year music 
degrees. 
  
 
2 15% 
5 
other (please 
explain 
below) 
  
 
3 23% 
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5.  In your opinion, your institution's mission is: (check all that apply) 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
Open-access 
for all 
citizens in 
the 
community 
  
 
7 54% 
2 
Transfer 
function 
enabling 
students to 
attend a 4-
year college 
  
 
11 85% 
3 
Vocational 
function in 
which 
students earn 
a certificate 
or associate's 
degree 
  
 
9 69% 
4 
Other - 
please 
explain 
below: 
  
 
2 15% 
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6.  What are the most important student learning outcomes (SLO) for music at a 
two-year college? 
# Question unimport
ant 
somewha
t 
important 
important very 
important 
Total 
Resp
onses 
1 
Performing in an 
instrumental or 
vocal ensemble to 
achieve personal 
enrichment. 
9 3 1 0 13 
2 
Performing on an 
instrument or voice 
to achieve a specific 
standard. 
10 2 1 0 13 
3 
Participating in an 
ethnic or world 
music ensemble to 
achieve greater 
cultural 
understanding. 
10 2 1 0 13 
4 
Identifying and 
describing musical 
elements to achieve 
appreciation for 
music. 
0 0 5 8 13 
5 
Identifying 
functions of music 
in society. 
0 3 5 5 13 
6 Other (write in) 0 0 0 0 0 
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7.  How many courses do you teach at your institution in a semester? 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 1–2   
 
8 62% 
2 3–4   
 
2 15% 
3 5–6   
 
3 23% 
4 7–10  
 
0 0% 
5 more than 11   0 0% 
 Total  13 100% 
 
8.  What are the titles of those courses? (fill in below) 
Text Response 
Music Appreciation 
music appreciation, music fundamentals 
Music Appreciation, Introduction to Religion, Introduction to Biblical Studies 
Music Appreciation 
Music 105 (Music Appreciation) ; Religion 101 
Music Appreciation 
Music Appreciation 
Music Appreciation 
Music Appreciation 
Music Appreciation, Music Fundamentals, Chorus 
Group Piano and Introduction to Music 
Introduction to Music and Introduction to Music Theory 
Music Appreciation 
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 9.  The text most often used for music appreciation in my classes is: 
# Answer  
 
Response % 
1 
The Enjoyment 
of Music by 
Joseph Machlis 
and Kristine 
Forney 
  
 
4 31% 
2 
Music: An 
Appreciation 
by Roger 
Kamien 
  
 
6 46% 
3 Listen to This by Mark Bonds   0 0% 
4 
Understanding 
Music by 
Jeremy Yudkin 
  
 
2 15% 
5 
Music 
Listening 
Today by 
Charles Hoffer 
 
 
0 0% 
6 
Music: The Art 
of Listening by 
Jean Ferris 
 
 
0 0% 
7 Other:   
 
1 8% 
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10.  In your music appreciation courses do you require any of the following? (please 
indicate according to scale: 1 = least important to 5 = most important) 
# Answer 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 
Response
s 
1 Listening assignments 0 0 2 1 9 0 12 
2 Listening quizzes 1 0 2 3 6 0 12 
3 
Historical facts and 
quizzes related to 
composers, 
compositions, style 
periods 
0 1 2 2 7 1 13 
4 
Concert reports from live 
or recorded 
performances 
1 0 3 2 5 1 12 
5 Performing vocally or on instruments 7 1 2 1 0 0 12 
6 
Knowing the elements of 
music and how to 
describe them using 
musical terminology 
0 0 1 2 9 1 13 
7 Other (please explain) 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
 Total 9 2 12 11 37 3 - 
 
 
 
  
	  	   153 
Appendix F 
Interview Protocol 
Consent statement: Your participation in this research study is voluntary. By submitting 
responses you are granting consent to participate in this portion of the study. Your 
responses will be maintained separately and confidentially. No identifiers of instructors 
or institutions will be included. You may skip any questions that seem unclear or 
uncomfortable to answer. You may stop the interview at any time. 
 
1. About how many students enroll in your music course(s) each time your teach it? 
 
2. Can you describe those students for me? 
(race, ethnicity, age, background) 
 
3. What do you think your students want to learn by taking your class? 
 
4. Do you teach your course primarily online, face-to-face or hybrid? 
 
5. Can you describe your music background for me? 
a. Major instrument? 
b. Degree(s) in music? 
c. Current musical activities? 
d. Music teaching activities? 
 
6. How do you feel your own background influences what you teach in the class? 
 
7. What textbook(s) do you use for your class? 
 
8. Do you feel bound to the text or do you use supplements? 
a. If so, why? 
 
9. Supposing I’m a student in your [TITLE OF COURSE] class. What would your 
expectations be of me? 
 
10. Can you describe some of your major assignments for the course? 
 
11. How much of your class is based on music listening vs. music-doing? 
 
12. How are you accountable for the outcomes of your course? 
a. Is there pre- and post-evaluation of students? 
b. How does your students’ learning figure into your retention and promotion 
at your institution? 
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13. What would you say is your institution’s mission? 
  
14. Do you see that what you teach is aligned with your institution’s mission? Why or 
why not? 
 
15. Would you like to add anything else about your course, your students, or your 
institution before we wrap up? 
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